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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk525462591]In RAN Meeting #96, the WID on NR sidelink evolution was agreed, including the following objective for operation of sidelink in unlicensed spectrum:
	2.	Study and specify support of sidelink on unlicensed spectrum for both mode 1 and mode 2 where Uu operation for mode 1 is limited to licensed spectrum only [RAN1, RAN2, RAN4]
-	Channel access mechanisms from NR-U shall be reused for sidelink unlicensed operation
[bookmark: _Hlk89917081]o	Assess the applicability of sidelink resource reservation from Rel-16/Rel-17 to sidelink unlicensed operation within the boundaries of unlicensed channel access mechanism and operation
	No specific enhancements for Rel-17 resource allocation mechanisms
	If the existing NR-U channel access framework does not support the required SL-U functionality, WGs will make appropriate recommendations for RAN approval.
[bookmark: _Hlk89917101]-	Physical channel design framework: Required changes to NR sidelink physical channel structures and procedures to operate on unlicensed spectrum
[bookmark: _Hlk89917118]o	The existing NR sidelink and NR-U channel structure shall be reused as the baseline.
[bookmark: _Hlk89917140]-	No specific enhancements for existing NR SL feature
[bookmark: _Hlk89917215]-	The study should focus on FR1 unlicensed bands (n46 and n96/n102) and is to be completed by RAN#98.
-	Note: In sidelink unlicensed operation, the gNB does not perform Type 1 channel access to initiate and share a channel occupancy, neither Type 2 channel access to share an initiated channel occupancy, nor semi-static channel access procedures to access an unlicensed channel.


In this contribution, we discuss aspects related to the consistent LBT failure procedure and its impact on the HARQ procedure.
2	Discussion
2.1	On LCP enhancements due to COT sharing
In RAN2#121 the following agreement was made regarding the impact of a shared COT on the SL LCP procedure.
	Agreement on SL LCP and COT
1: 	UE can select:
1/ either to do a changed-LCP, in order to satisfy the COT requirement, and to do the type-2 LBT (How to do the LCP can be decided after RAN1 agreement) 
2/ or to do a legacy-LCP, e.g. using type-1, type-2 LBT.
FFS on the need of assistance INFO to initiating UE.
FFS on spec impact, e.g., conditions for UE to choose either solution.


If a responding UE upon receiving a shared COT applies legacy-LCP, then in case none of its available traffic meets the requirement of the shared COT, then (at least to that responding UE) the established COT has been wasted. This is the case since the responding UE may have higher priority data that does not meet the shared COT requirements. Taking unicast as an example, if the higher priority traffic at the responding UE is for UEs other than the COT sharing UE, then the legacy-LCP will prioritize traffic that does not meet the COT requirements and therefore the responding UE will not be able to utilize the shared COT.
Observation 1: The legacy-LCP can prioritize traffic that does not meet the COT requirements and therefore the responding UE will not be able to utilize the shared COT. 
One advantage of following the legacy procedure is that the priority will be the determining factor in respect to which destination is selected. If the COT sharing is considered in the logical channel prioritisation, it could lead to a scenario where one UE in good conditions would be prioritised more than others due to it providing a shared COT more often. However, the probability of accessing this channel would be higher, and potentially legacy congestion procedures would take care of such scenarios. Nevertheless, RAN2 needs to at least specify in which cases the COT sharing information can be considered during LCP, and not allow this to be up to UE implementation.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss and specify in which conditions it is allowed for the UE to not follow legacy LCP procedure and consider COT sharing information.
Furthermore, if the UE has no available data towards the transmitting UE, it may not be possible for the shared COT to be utilised by the receiving UE, even with a changed LCP. However, if the initiating device is made aware of the characteristics of the traffic available at the responding UE and when this traffic will be available, then the initiating device can use this information to decide when to acquire the COT and share it with the responding UE.
Observation 2: If the responding UE is at least made aware of the destinations which has data available in the buffer, the initiating UE may take this into account when selecting to which UE the COT is shared sharing information.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to agree on at least considering buffer status reports for different destinations as assistance information from responding UE to initiating UE with the aim of making the shared COT to be usable by the responding UE.
3	Conclusion
This document has made the following observations and conclusions:
Observation 1: The legacy-LCP can prioritize traffic that does not meet the COT requirements and therefore the responding UE will not be able to utilize the shared COT. 
Proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss and specify in which conditions it is allowed for the UE to not follow legacy LCP procedure and consider COT sharing information.
Observation 2: If the responding UE is at least made aware of the destinations which has data available in the buffer, the initiating UE may take this into account when selecting to which UE the COT is shared sharing information.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to agree on at least considering buffer status reports for different destinations as assistance information from responding UE to initiating UE with the aim of making the shared COT to be usable by the responding UE.




