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[bookmark: _Hlk92533719]Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk92533704]In this contribution, we will discuss the remaining issues on resource (re)selection and others for SLU, including:
· MCSt;
· COT sharing impact;
· General resource selection procedure.

Discussion
MCSt
CAPC of MCSt resource
During R1#114, the following WA was made[1]:
	Working assumption
When UE performs Type 1 channel access for a MCSt carrying multiple TBs, the CAPC value to be used in Type 1 channel access is the highest CAPC value (lowest CAPC level) associated with the multiple TBs.


This is a straightforward working assumption which mimics the logic of how MAC layer determines the CAPC of a TB carrying MAC SDU, i.e. the CAPC of a TB is the lowest priority CAPC of the logical channel(s) with MAC SDU multiplexed in the TB is used regardless of whether the TB also contains SL MAC CEs in addition to MAC SDUs[2].
However, the working assumption is incorrect in one case: regardless of which approach to form MCSt resource is applied, the duration spanned by the MCSt resource may exceed the maximum COT duration of the highest CAPC value (lowest CAPC level) associated with the multiple TBs. Figure 1 is an example for illustration.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref146830576]Figure 1 MCSt resource for transmission of multiple TBs
According to R1#110bis, the maximum COT duration is determined by the CAPC used for type 1 channel access[3]:
	Agreement
In Type 1 SL channel access procedure, the following table is adopted for channel access priority class (CAPC) for SL. 
· FFS: the applicability and usage of NOTE1 in the table
· FFS: whether mp=1 can be used with p=1, and applicable cases 
	Channel Access Priority Class (p)
	mp
	CWmin,p
	CWmax,p
	Tslmcot,p
	allowed CWp sizes

	1
	2
	3
	7
	2 ms
	{3,7}

	2
	2
	7
	15
	4 ms
	{7,15}

	3
	3
	15
	1023
	6ms [or 10 ms] 
	{15,31,63,127,255,511,1023}

	4
	7
	15
	1023
	6ms [or 10 ms]
	{15,31,63,127,255,511,1023}

	[NOTE1:   Forp=3,4, Tslmcot,p=10ms if the higher layer parameter absenceOfAnyOtherTechnology-r14 or absenceOfAnyOtherTechnology-r16 is provided, otherwise,Tslmcot,p=6ms.]
NOTE 2:   When Tslmcot,p=6ms it may be increased to 8ms by inserting one or more gaps. The minimum duration of a gap shall be 100μs. The maximum duration before including any such gap shall be 6ms. 





If the UE still performs type 1 channel access for a MCSt carrying multiple TBs using the highest CAPC value (lowest CAPC level) associated with the multiple TBs to access channel according to RAN1 working assumption, i.e. CAPC = 1 in Figure 1, it will violate the regulation since the maximum COT duration of CAPC = 1 is 2ms, while the MCSt resource spans to 4 ms.
[bookmark: _Ref146833891]Observation 1: The RAN1 working assumption on determining MCSt CAPC is incorrect in one case: if the UE performs Type 1 channel access for a MCSt carrying multiple TBs using the CAPC value derived from the highest CAPC value (lowest CAPC level) associated with the multiple TBs, e.g. CAPC = p1, it may violate the regulation when the duration spanned by the MCSt resource exceeds the maximum COT duration of CAPC = p1.
As analyzed above, there are two CAPC values that should be involved to determine the CAPC used to perform type 1 channel access for MCSt:
· Value 1: the highest CAPC value (lowest CAPC level) associated with the multiple TBs;
· Value 2: the CAPC value whose corresponding maximum COT duration exceeds the duration spanned by the MCSt resource;
It is possible that Value 1 is no smaller than Value 2, or vice versa. Therefore, the CAPC used to perform type 1 channel access for MCSt should be determined by the larger value of the two, so that regulation requirement can be met. 
[bookmark: _Ref146833945]Proposal 1: When UE performs Type 1 channel access for a MCSt carrying multiple TBs, the CAPC value to be used in Type 1 channel access is max{p1, p2}, where p1 is the highest CAPC value (lowest CAPC level) associated with the multiple TBs, and p2 is the CAPC value whose corresponding maximum COT duration exceeds the duration spanned by the MCSt resource.
When determining Value 2, there can be multiple values that satisfy the requirement. Still, we take the example in Figure 1 for illustration. The duration spanned by the MCSt resource in Figure 1 is 4 ms, and thus the CAPC Value 2 can be 2 ~ 4, because all their maximum COT duration exceeds 4 ms. So, there may be 2 options to address this:
· Opt. 1: The UE determines Value 2 to be the smallest CAPC value (highest CAPC level) whose corresponding maximum COT duration exceeds the duration spanned by the MCSt resource;
· Opt. 2: It is up to UE implementation to selects a Value 2 whose corresponding maximum COT duration exceeds the duration spanned by the MCSt resource, i.e. the UE can select a value from 2 ~ 4 in the example illustrated in Figure 1;
Comparing these two options, Opt. 1 is more reasonable since there is no reason for the UE to use a larger CAPC value to perform type 1 channel access, which will take longer time for LBT. Therefore, Opt. 1 is preferred.
[bookmark: _Ref146833946]Proposal 2: When there are multiple CAPC values whose corresponding maximum COT duration exceeds the duration spanned by the MCSt resource, the UE determine p2 to be the smallest CAPC value among the multiple CAPC values.
Resource selection enhancement for MCSt
At R1#114, the following LS was sent to RAN2 about RAN1 agreement on MCSt [1]
	[bookmark: _Hlk143776340]Agreement
In Mode 2 resource allocation,
· The higher layer can indicate a “number of consecutive slots for MCSt” () larger than 1 for L1 reporting multi-slots candidates to the higher layer. The candidate multi-slots resource definition is applied.
· Otherwise, the candidate single-slot resource definition is applied (same as R16/17).
· The higher layer selects resources from the reported  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
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]It is RAN1 intention that, once the higher layer selects a multi-slots candidate from the set , it will use all the single-slot resources of the selected multi-slots candidate for transmission. This RAN1 agreement has no intention on potential RAN2 discussion about how SL resource selection processes are defined in MCSt.
· Note, the above is intended to support Approach 1 and 2 only.
· Send an LS to RAN2 informing that it is up to RAN2 to decide in regards to the HARQ RTT timing (minimum time gap)
· whether a single TB transmitted over consecutive slots is supported in a resource pool configured with PSFCH resource


Since the post R2#123 email discussion has covered some issues on whether and how to indicate a “number of consecutive slots for MCSt” () larger than 1[4], this section focuses on the common part of Approach 1 and Approach 2, i.e. how the UE select consecutive resources with ‘best effort’ for multiple TBs.
One aspect that differentiates SL transmission on unlicensed band from that on licensed band is the duration of consecutive slot transmission is limited by the maximum COT duration per CAPC, as agreed in R1#110bis [3]. Therefore, a UE can select a resource for transmission of a TB to concatenate resource(s) for transmission of other TBs, only if the duration of the to-be-formed MCSt resource does not exceed the maximum COT duration of the CAPC which the UE uses to perform Type 1 channel access for the MCSt resource.
[bookmark: _Ref146833947]Proposal 3: A UE can select a resource for transmission of a TB to concatenate resource(s) for transmission of other TBs, only if the duration of the to-be-formed MCSt resource does not exceed the maximum COT duration of the CAPC which the UE uses to perform Type 1 channel access for the MCSt resource.
Resource reselection triggered by LBT failure on MCSt resource
During R2#121, the following agreement was made [2]:
	Agreements on SL resource (re)selection
1: 	RAN2 understands UE triggers a resource (re)selection when PSSCH transmission was not performed due to an LBT failure indication from L1. FFS on MCSt case. Send LS to RAN1 to check if there is any concern.


Figure 2 shows an example with the understanding of this agreement for single-slot transmission case. When the UE generates a selected grant containing initial transmission resource and potentially some retransmission resources, it performs LBT for the transmission occasions. According to the agreement, the UE triggers resource reselection when it detects LBT failure for the PSSCH transmission. This behavior is independent for every transmission occasion for single-slot transmission.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref146830638]Figure 2: SL LBT failure triggering resource reselection for single slot transmission
As for MCSt, it is still under discussion whether or how to trigger resource reselection when LBT failure happens for the MCSt resources. Comparing to the case for single-slot transmission illustrated in Figure 2, MCSt differs in the way that the resources for initial transmission and retransmission of a TB can be consecutively concatenated within an MCSt resource. If LBT failures for the first slot, the UE will continue to perform LBT for the second slot and so on, until the LBT succeeds for any slot (Figure 3), or fails for all slots (Figure 4).
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref146830841]Figure 3: type 1 LBT succeeds for a slot within the MCSt resource 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref146830844]Figure 4: type 1 LBT fails for all slots within the MCSt resource
Some solutions are brought out during last meeting, such as not to perform resource reselection for MCSt. However, this deviates from the spirit of the agreed resource reselection behavior triggered for single-slot transmission due to LBT failure, i.e. the UE is allowed to reselect resource for increasing transmission success rate. 
[bookmark: _Ref146833899]Observation 2: For MCSt, not triggering resource reselection due to PSSCH transmission not being performed due to LBT failure is inconsistent with motivation of the former agreement made for the single-slot transmission, which is to increase transmission success rate.
The difference here between MCSt and single-slot transmission is that if there are concatenated consecutive resources for transmission of a TB (such as TB1 in Figure 3), and the UE encounters LBT failure on the first slot, UE can still try to perform transmission of this TB in the immediate upcoming remaining transmission opportunities for this TB. Therefore, as long as there is remaining retransmission resource(s) for the same TB within the MCSt resource, the UE should not trigger resource reselection for the current transmission occasion (which is either for initial transmission or for retransmission) and wait to check if it can succeed in performing transmission using the remaining retransmission resources.
[bookmark: _Ref146833911]Observation 3: Unlike single-slot transmission, if there are concatenated consecutive resources for initial transmission and retransmission of a TB, and the UE encounters LBT failure on the initial transmission occasion, UE can still try to perform transmission of this TB in the immediate upcoming remaining transmission opportunities for this TB.
[bookmark: _Ref146831326][bookmark: _Ref146833948]Proposal 4: For MCSt, the UE does not trigger resource reselection for transmission of a TB not being performed due to the LBT failure, when there is remaining retransmission resource(s) for the same TB within the MCSt resource.
If the UE fails to perform transmission for a TB on all the transmission opportunities within a MCSt resource, some companies proposed to wait for the LBT result of the last transmission occasion within the MCSt resource, and reselect consecutive resources for all the transmission occasions not performed due to LBT failure. However, this solution causes unnecessary latency to the resource reselection for the TBs whose transmission occasions locates earlier within the MCSt resource. 
[bookmark: _Ref146833912]Observation 4: It causes unnecessary latency to the resource reselection for the TBs whose transmission occasions locates earlier within the MCSt resource, if the UE performs resource reselection after LBT for all the slots within the MCSt resource.
Therefore, if Proposal 4 is agreed, the question left is whether the UE triggers resource reselection for a TB if there is not remaining retransmission resource(s) for the same TB within the MCSt resource. During the last meeting, some companies mentioned that for NR-U, if the gNB configures MCSt resource for the UE and the UE encounters LBT failure on the first slot for transmission of TB1, UE can still try to use the second slot for retransmission of TB1. If the UE still encounters LBT failure on the second slot, UE can still try on the third slot, if any. This is exactly why we propose not to trigger resource reselection for a TB if there are remaining retransmission resources in the MCSt resource.
However, things differ slightly in SL-U. In NR-U, the only receiver of UL transmission is gNB. In comparison, UE may perform transmissions for different destinations. Since the resources selected for different TBs may be intended for different destinations, if the UE encounters LBT failure on the first slot for transmission of TB1, the UE cannot simply use the following resources selected for other TBs to perform retransmission of TB1, because the following resources may not be neither located in the DRX active time, nor the preferred resource of the destination for which TB1 is transmitted.
Therefore, we propose as follows: the UE triggers resource reselection for transmission of a TB not performed due to the LBT failure, when there is not remaining retransmission resource(s) within the MCSt resource for the same TB, as Figure 5 and Figure 6 show. In Figure 5, the UE does not trigger resource reselection due to LBT failure for the first two transmission opportunities as proposal 1 suggests. If the last retransmission opportunity also encounters LBT failure, the UE should trigger resource reselection, as the case agreed for single-slot transmission. In Figure 6, the UE chooses resources for TB2 to follow a retransmission occasion of TB1 to form MCSt with ‘best effort’, if the MCSt resource does not include other retransmission opportunity for TB1, then the UE should also trigger resource reselection for the retransmission occasion of TB1.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref146831481]Figure 5: Example of resource reselection not triggered due to LBT failure when there is retransmission occasion
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref146831487]Figure 6: Example of resource reselection triggered due to LBT failure when there is not retransmission occasion
Based on the discussion, we propose:
[bookmark: _Ref146833949]Proposal 5: For MCSt, the UE triggers resource reselection for transmission of a TB not being performed due to the LBT failure, when there is not remaining retransmission resource(s) for the same TB within the MCSt resource.
Enhanced LCP for MCSt resource
For COT sharing, RAN1 reached the agreement regarding CAPC restriction [5]:
	Agreement
A responding UE’s SL transmission(s) within RB set(s) corresponding to a shared COT can be transmitted when the CAPC value(s) of the SL transmission(s) have an equal or smaller CAPC value than the CAPC value indicated in the COT sharing information.


Accordingly, RAN2 discussed about LCP enhancement for COT sharing and had the following agreement and WA[2][4][6]:
	RAN2#121-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.

RAN2#122-Agreements on SL enhanced LCP
1: 	Working assumption: For shared COT, CAPC restriction is applicable to enhanced LCP according RAN1 agreement on CAPC requirement.


The following Figure 7 is an example of the WA: if the initiating UE initiates a COT with CAPC = 2 and indicates the shared COT to the responding UE, and the responding UE decides to use the shared COT, the responding UE should perform enhanced LCP to satisfy the COT requirement.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref146831682]Figure 7: Example of COT sharing by a COT initiated with CAPC = 2
Similarly, MCSt should also conform to the COT requirement, i.e. the UE’s SL transmission(s) within RB set(s) corresponding to a COT initiated by the UE itself can be transmitted when the CAPC value(s) of the SL transmission(s) have an equal or smaller CAPC value than the CAPC value used to initiate the COT. As an example, illustrated in Figure 8, if the UE selects a 3-slots resource to form an MCSt resource and succeeds in accessing the channel with CAPC = 2, we know the CAPC of each SL transmission within the MCSt resource is equal or smaller than 2.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref146831728]Figure 8: Example of MCSt with a COT initiated with CAPC = 2
In the example illustrated in Figure 8, with the above approach 1/2, the UE can continue to perform SL transmission(s) with type 2A/2B/2C LBT if there is remaining COT within the COT initiated by the UE itself. Therefore, if the UE selects to perform PSSCH transmission on the resources in the remaining COT within the COT initiated by the UE itself using type-1 LBT with CAPC = 2, CAPC restriction should be also applicable to enhanced LCP, i.e. the CAPC of the corresponding PSSCH transmission should be equal or smaller than 2.
[bookmark: _Ref146833950]Proposal 6: For MCSt, if the UE selects to perform PSSCH transmission on the resources in the remaining COT within the COT initiated by the UE itself using type-1 LBT with CAPC = p, enhanced LCP should be selected with CAPC restriction equal or smaller than p.
COT sharing
[bookmark: _Hlk92538289]Shared COT and SL DRX active time
During R2#122, the following agreement is achieved[6]:
	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.


At R1#114, it is agreed additional ID is supported [1]:
	Agreement
For the additional ID, where one pair of L1 source and destination IDs of 24 bits for all cast types:
· For groupcast and broadcast, only L1 destination ID is provided, and source ID bits are reserved.


According to previous RAN2 discussion, it is up to the responding UE implementation on whether to use the shared COT. Although additional ID is now supported in the COT sharing information, there is no difference between the responding UE and the UE that matches the additional ID on how to use the shared COT. Therefore, we propose RAN2 to confirm not to define shared COT as DRX active time, even if additional ID is included in the COT sharing information.
[bookmark: _Ref146834019]Proposal 7: RAN2 to confirm not to define shared COT as DRX active time, even if additional ID is included in the COT sharing information.
Which layer decides LBT type for shared COT 
In RAN2 #123 meeting, another issue which has been discussed is about which layer decides LBT type for shared COT. In our understanding, each side has its own valid point:
· On one hand, it is the MAC layer that can decide whether a shared COT can be used or not based on the CAPC requirement, and whether it would perform enhanced LCP which is designed for LBT type-2
· On the other hand, it is the PHY layer that finally accesses the channel to perform the sidelink transmission and may have more information about the channel based on e.g. measurement results.
In our understanding, the LBT type decision actually comes from both MAC and PHY layer:
· MAC decide whether COT is used and enhanced LCP is performed based on CAPC in shared COT and indicate necessary information (e.g. CAPC and destination of generated PDU) to PHY 
· PHY relies on CAPC and destination of generated PDU to determine whether type-2 can be finally performed.
Therefore, we propose that the LBT type can be jointly decided by both MAC and PHY layers.
[bookmark: _Ref146834021]Proposal 8: MAC and PHY can jointly decide the LBT type:
· [bookmark: _Hlk146834079]MAC decide whether COT is used and enhanced LCP is performed based on CAPC in shared COT and indicate necessary information (e.g. CAPC and destination of generated PDU) to PHY;
· PHY relies on CAPC and destination of generated PDU to determine whether type-2 can be finally performed.
Shared COT for mode-1 UE
In RAN2#123 meeting, we agreed that:
	RAN2#123 agreement:
Agreements on enhanced LCP for shared COT
1:	For mode2, enhanced LCP is used if the shared COT is used with LBT type 2. All other cases, enhanced LCP is not used.
2:	No change compared to enhanced LCP in mode2 is needed for the case when the COT responding UE receives mode 1 resource and shared COT from COT initiating UE.


The above agreement literally means that if the shared COT is used with LBT type 2 by a mode-1 COT responding UE, enhanced LCP can be selected.
However, for mode-1, it is still not clear whether/how the UE can decide to use the shared COT.
In Rel-16/17, a mode-1 UE is fully controlled by the network and does not consider the coordination information from other SL UEs. However, in Rel-18, it is still unclear whether a mode-1 UE can share COT from other mode-1 or mode-2 UEs. If a mode-1 UE ignores the shared COT and remains a Type-1 LBT, its performance will be worse than that of mode-2 UEs since adhering to Type1 LBT not only results in a longer LBT time compared to Type2 but also leads to a higher probability of wasting the shared COT. We believe that a mode-1 UE can, at least, perform Type2 LBT to share the COT overlapped with the mode-1 grant when it receives a COT-SI conveying its ID.


Figure 9: mode-1 grant overlapped with COT sharing
In addition, if it is supported for a mode-1 UE to share a received COT, the permission of sharing COT can be controlled by NW. For example, when NW indicates or configures that mode-1 UE can share COT from other UEs, the mode-1 UE can determine whether to change to Type2 LBT when it receives a shared COT. 
[bookmark: _Ref146834023]Proposal 9: It is up to gNB control whether mode-1 can use shared COT.
[bookmark: _Ref142685136]Proposal 10: If a mode-1 UE receives COT-SI from other UEs, and if a mode-1 grant of the mode-1 UE is overlapped with the remaining COT, the mode-1 UE is allowed to perform Type2 to share the COT.
General resource selection procedure
Insufficient time for type 1 LBT
	Proposal 7-1 (II): To address the potential issue of insufficient time for a UE to perform Type 1 LBT before a selected resource due to LBT sensing time can be longer than T1 of resource selection window, further study at least the following options for down-selection in a future meeting. Other options are not precluded.
· Option 1: A time offset is added to T1 of resource selection window. FFS the time offset length.
· Option 2: MAC layer takes into account of a potential Type 1 LBT sensing duration and selects resources accordingly.
· Option 3: Type 1 LBT sensing duration is determined firstly, then resource selection takes into account of the LBT duration is performed.
· Option 4: Resource is selected firstly, then Type 1 LBT sensing duration is adjusted based on timing of the selected resource.
· Option 5: Do nothing; Drop the SL transmission due to LBT failure, perform resource re-selection and attempt to access the channel for the next selected resource.
· Option 6: At MAC layer, selection of resource(s) among the reported set of candidate resources from L1 is up to UE implementation in mode 2 for SL-U, instead of random selection.
· Option 7: UE prioritizes resource in a detected shared COT.


In RAN1#112 meeting, several enhanced aspects were discussed in [5] to address the issue of insufficient time for a UE to perform Type 1 LBT before a selected resource, which is cited above. 
In our opinion, at least the time gap between slot n (where resource selection is triggered) and the slot of selected resource should be larger than the minimal/remaining LBT duration for the UE, and this behavior can be performed in MAC layer as a candidate UE implementation choice. Similar to the L1 priority information indicated to PHY layer upon resource selection trigger, the UE can also derive from the buffer a CAPC which is used to determine the LBT duration for the UE.
[bookmark: _Ref146834195]Proposal 11: In the resource selection procedure, MAC may prioritize to select the resource after slot n+K, where K is the number of remaining slots for the UE to perform type 1 channel access, and it is up to UE implementation how to determine the value of K.
how MAC layer indicates number of RB set
In R1#114, it is agreed that for interlace RB-based PSSCH transmission, the MAC layer indicates the number of used RB sets to L1, i.e. LRBset, for one PSCCH/PSSCH transmission [1].
	Agreement
Regarding frequency domain resource indication for interlace RB-based PSSCH transmission:
· Alt A: MAC layer indicates both and  to PHY layer, where  is the number of used RB sets for one PSCCH/PSSCH transmission
· Regarding  in TS 38.214 Clause 8.1.4, down-select one of the followings in RAN1#114:
· Sub-Alt 1:  is “the number of sub-channels within each RB set to be used for the PSSCH/PSCCH transmission in a slot”
· Note: 
· Note:  is the number of used sub-channels within each RB set for one PSCCH/PSSCH transmission 
· Resources from the RB set where C-LBT failure was detected are not reported to MAC layer.
· Note: RAN1 assumes “MAC informs PHY of the RB set information where SL C-LBT failure was detected” as per RAN2’s LS in R1-2306174


Considering one PSSCH transmission may occupy one or multiple RB sets, how to select the number of RB sets should be determined. In our understanding, there is some information that can be considered for determining the number of RB sets, e.g. priority and CBR. This is similar to the legacy procedure on how LsubCH is determined.
In one case, if the priority is higher, the reserved resources would more likely be maintained (as the lower priority transmission shall not preempt them). In this case, more RB sets may be allocated as the success rate of channel access may be higher. 
In another case, since the PSSCH transmission cannot be performed as long as there is one unsuccessful LBT detection in all the channels, the number of the allocated RB sets should be limited. When the CBR is high (e.g., higher than a threshold), it means the overall traffic is busy in the resource pool, and the transmission is more likely to be blocked. Thus, the number of allocated RB sets should be limited in this case. 
[bookmark: _Ref146834196]Proposal 12: When the MAC layer indicates the number of used RB sets to L1, i.e. LRBset, it should consider some parameters such as priority and CBR to determine the number of RB sets for the TB.

Conclusion
Based on the discussion, we have the following observation and proposals:
For MCSt
Observation 1: The RAN1 working assumption on determining MCSt CAPC is incorrect in one case: if the UE performs Type 1 channel access for a MCSt carrying multiple TBs using the CAPC value derived from the highest CAPC value (lowest CAPC level) associated with the multiple TBs, e.g. CAPC = p1, it may violate the regulation when the duration spanned by the MCSt resource exceeds the maximum COT duration of CAPC = p1.
Observation 2: For MCSt, not triggering resource reselection due to PSSCH transmission not being performed due to LBT failure is inconsistent with motivation of the former agreement made for the single-slot transmission, which is to increase transmission success rate.
Observation 3: Unlike single-slot transmission, if there are concatenated consecutive resources for initial transmission and retransmission of a TB, and the UE encounters LBT failure on the initial transmission occasion, UE can still try to perform transmission of this TB in the immediate upcoming remaining transmission opportunities for this TB.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Observation 4: It causes unnecessary latency to the resource reselection for the TBs whose transmission occasions locates earlier within the MCSt resource, if the UE performs resource reselection after LBT for all the slots within the MCSt resource. 
Proposal 1: When UE performs Type 1 channel access for a MCSt carrying multiple TBs, the CAPC value to be used in Type 1 channel access is max{p1, p2}, where p1 is the highest CAPC value (lowest CAPC level) associated with the multiple TBs, and p2 is the CAPC value whose corresponding maximum COT duration exceeds the duration spanned by the MCSt resource.
Proposal 2: When there are multiple CAPC values whose corresponding maximum COT duration exceeds the duration spanned by the MCSt resource, the UE determine p2 to be the smallest CAPC value among the multiple CAPC values.
Proposal 3: A UE can select a resource for transmission of a TB to concatenate resource(s) for transmission of other TBs, only if the duration of the to-be-formed MCSt resource does not exceed the maximum COT duration of the CAPC which the UE uses to perform Type 1 channel access for the MCSt resource.
Proposal 4: For MCSt, the UE does not trigger resource reselection for transmission of a TB not being performed due to the LBT failure, when there is remaining retransmission resource(s) for the same TB within the MCSt resource.
Proposal 5: For MCSt, the UE triggers resource reselection for transmission of a TB not being performed due to the LBT failure, when there is not remaining retransmission resource(s) for the same TB within the MCSt resource.
Proposal 6: For MCSt, if the UE selects to perform PSSCH transmission on the resources in the remaining COT within the COT initiated by the UE itself using type-1 LBT with CAPC = p, enhanced LCP should be selected with CAPC restriction equal or smaller than p.
For COT sharing
Proposal 7: RAN2 to confirm not to define shared COT as DRX active time, even if additional ID is included in the COT sharing information.
Proposal 8: MAC and PHY can jointly decide the LBT type:
- MAC decide whether COT is used and enhanced LCP is performed based on CAPC in shared COT and indicate necessary information (e.g. CAPC and destination of generated PDU) to PHY;
- PHY relies on CAPC and destination of generated PDU to determine whether type-2 can be finally performed.
Proposal 9: It is up to gNB control whether mode-1 can use shared COT.
Proposal 10: If a mode-1 UE receives COT-SI from other UEs, and if a mode-1 grant of the mode-1 UE is overlapped with the remaining COT, the mode-1 UE is allowed to perform Type2 to share the COT.
For other general procedure
Proposal 11: In the resource selection procedure, MAC may prioritize to select the resource after slot n+K, where K is the number of remaining slots for the UE to perform type 1 channel access, and it is up to UE implementation how to determine the value of K.
Proposal 12: When the MAC layer indicates the number of used RB sets to L1, i.e. LRBset, it should consider some parameters such as priority and CBR to determine the number of RB sets for the TB.
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