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1 Introduction
In last RAN2 meeting, the following agreements on CAPC are reached [1]:

	Agreements on SL CAPC mapping table:

1: 
Confirm the WA “PQI is used to determine the CAPC mapping as in NR-U” as baseline.

2:
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.


- Mapping PQI 59/61 to CAPC priority class 3.


- Mapping PQI 25 to CAPC priority class 2.


- Mapping PQI 24/26/60 to CAPC priority class 1

Agreement on SL CAPC rules

1: 
Working assumption: If PQI-based CAPC mapping is agreed, as in NR-U, 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.

Agreements on SL CAPC for RRC inactive/idle/OOC UE
1: 
For an IDLE/INACTIVE/OOC UE, if the QoS flow of non-standardized PQI can be mapped to a non-default SLRB, the UE determines the CAPC of this non-standardized PQI using the CAPC of this SLRB.

2:
Working assumption: Use the CAPC of the standardized PQI or the CAPC of non-standardized PQI configured in SIB/pre-configuration which best matches the QoS characteristics of the current non-standardized PQI based on one or more QoS characteristics


In this contribution, we discuss the remaining issues on Channel Access Priority Class (CAPC) in SL-U.
2 Discussion
In RAN2#120 meeting, mapping table between CAPC and PQI was discussed and defined. In addition to PDB, whether the service is Mission Critical or not was also considered as a criterion to determine the CAPC mapping. For example, PQI 24/26/60 with PDB of 150ms/200ms/400ms are mapped to the highest priority CAPC considering they are Mission Critical data. 

With regarding to other criteria for CAPC mapping, companies proposed that default priority level of the traffic should be considered, to avoid conflict between CAPC and L1 priority. It was proposed that PQI with high PDBrequirement and low default priority level should not to be mapped to a high priority CAPC. However, if we look into the mapping table of standardized 5QIs and CAPC values, traffic with similar QoS requirements is still mapped to high priority CAPC. For example, 5QI 79 with PDB of 50ms and default priority level of 65 is mapped to CAPC 1 due to PDB < 100ms. Meanwhile, L1 priority is used for resource reservation procedure among ProSe UEs and CAPC is used for channel access with non-3GPP unlicensed spectrum users. Therefore, we think no other SL CAPC mapping criteria should be considered. The working assumption on CAPC mapping table can be confirmed and FFS part can be removed:

Proposal 1: RAN2 to confirm the WA: 


- Mapping PQI 90/91/92/93/21/22/23/55/56/57/58 to CAPC priority class 1.


- Mapping PQI 59/61 to CAPC priority class 3.


- Mapping PQI 25 to CAPC priority class 2.


- Mapping PQI 24/26/60 to CAPC priority class 1.
Multiplex rules for STCH with and without SL MAC CE were discussed online during last RAN2 meeting. The most controversial issue is that whether highest or lowest priority CAPC of the logical channels in the TB is used when the TB contains both SL MAC CE and STCH data:

· If highest priority CAPC is used, SL MAC CE can be sent with similar channel access probability of SL SRB. However, SL-U users may impact already deployed Wi-Fi services more than an additional WiFi network would do since SL MAC CE transmission may be triggered frequently. The fairness cannot be archived and guaranteed.

· If lowest priority CAPC is used, transmission of SL MAC CE may be delayed. On the other hand, SL CSI Reporting MAC CE and SL DRX Command MAC CE are complementary to basic SL functionalities for better performance. In most cases, such enhancement can be sacrificed to ensure the required fairness.

Therefore, the working assumption on this issue is suggested to be confirmed with conditional statement removed: 

Proposal 2: RAN2 to confirm the WA: As in NR-U, 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.
For IDLE/INACTIVE/OCC UE in SL, RAN2 discussed how the UE determines the CAPC of the non-standardized PQI if the QoS flow of non-standardized PQI is not mapped to a non-default SLRB and a working assumption was archived. Concerns were raised that UE never determines CAPC value and alignment of UE behavior is hard to archive. However, under the constraint of SIB/pre-configuration and CAPC mapping table, we think it is safe to let UE determine the CAPC. Therefore, we suggest RAN2 to confirm the work assumption and close the issue.
Proposal 3: RAN2 to confirm the WA: use the CAPC of the standardized PQI or the CAPC of non-standardized PQI configured in SIB/pre-configuration which best matches the QoS characteristics of the current non-standardized PQI based on one or more QoS characteristics.
3 Conclusion

In this contribution, we discuss remaining issues on Channel Access Priority Class for SL-U, and made the following proposals:
Proposal 1: RAN2 to confirm the WA: 


- Mapping PQI 90/91/92/93/21/22/23/55/56/57/58 to CAPC priority class 1.


- Mapping PQI 59/61 to CAPC priority class 3.


- Mapping PQI 25 to CAPC priority class 2.


- Mapping PQI 24/26/60 to CAPC priority class 1.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to confirm the WA: As in NR-U, 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.
Proposal 3: RAN2 to confirm the WA: use the CAPC of the standardized PQI or the CAPC of non-standardized PQI configured in SIB/pre-configuration which best matches the QoS characteristics of the current non-standardized PQI based on one or more QoS characteristics.
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