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1	Introduction
RAN1 received a LS from RAN WG2 with feedback related to the working assumptions and agreements made related to CPAC for SL-Unlicensed in Rel-18.  Specifically, the following were agreed:
· Working assumptions related to for PQI to CAPC mapping include:
· Working assumption: mapping PQI 90/91/92/93/21/22/23/55/56/57/58 to CAPC priority class 1. FFS on other SL CAPC mapping criterion.
· Working assumption: mapping PQI 59/61 to CAPC priority class 3.
· Working assumption: mapping PQI 25 to CAPC priority class 2.
· Working assumption: mapping PQI 24/26/60 to CAPC priority class 1.
· Regarding the multiplexing of SDUs with different CAPC:
· Similar to NR-U, to determine the CAPC of the SL TB when the CAPC is not indicated in the DCI:
	- If only SL MAC CE(s) are included in the SL TB, the highest priority SL CAPC is used; 
	- If SCCH SDU(s) are included in the SL TB, the highest priority SL CAPC is used;
- Working assumption: 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.
· Regarding the CAPC for SBCCH SDU transmitted in SL-SSB and for PSFCH, the following were agreed:
· The highest priority SL CAPC is used for SBCCH SDU transmission (if SL CAPC is applied to SBCCH SDU).
· For PSFCH, we leave it to RAN1 to decide the CAPC to use   
The request for an action from RAN WG2 is the following:
	ACTION: RAN2 kindly asks RAN1 to take the above information into consideration and provide feedback, if needed.



2	Discussion

From RAN1 perspective, working assumptions made with respect to PQI to CAPC mapping and multiplexing of SDUs with different CAPC are fine. Regarding the CPAC for PSFCH, we believe that the agreement made already in RAN1#110-bis-e meeting is also applicable for PSFCH in type 1 SL channel access procedure: 
	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. 






Furthermore, For the case of mp = 1 and p = 1, in our view we should follow the agreed table and do not create any additional case which was not considered in NR-U. Moreover, we do not see the need on applicable use cases to have any exceptional case.
[bookmark: _Toc127538472][bookmark: _Toc126919398]To follow the already adopted table by RAN1 for channel access priority class (CAPC) in type 1 SL channel access procedure, including CAPC for PSFCH. For the case of mp = 1 and p = 1, RAN1 to follow the agreed table and do not create any additional case which was not considered in NR-U.  


3	Conclusion
Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	To follow the already adopted table by RAN1 for channel access priority class (CAPC) in type 1 SL channel access procedure, including CAPC for PSFCH. For the case of mp = 1 and p = 1, RAN1 to follow the agreed table and do not create any additional case which was not considered in NR-U.



