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1	Introduction 
In this paper, we discuss a response to the LS from RAN2 [1], which aims at collision handling for CGCG occasions with the same priority. 
2	CGCG and CGDG Collision Handling with the Same Priority Level 
In [1], RAN2 points out the disparity between the decisions made by RAN1 and RAN2 to resolve a collision amongst the CG occasions associated with CG-PUSCH configurations with the same RRC based priority. In particular, as the MAC priorities are defined based on the LCH priorities, MAC may generate and send two PDUs to PHY for two overlapping CG occasions associated with the same priority. 
First, the MAC and PHY behaviors should be examined for the following two cases separately: (1) DGCG collision, and (2) CGCG collision. For Case (1), given the timeline specified in Rel. 15 for a DG PUSCH to override a CG PUSCH occasion, the UE’s MAC will only generate a single PDU; hence, there is no need for any change in this scenario.
For CGCG collisions with the same priority, considering that there are only two levels of priorities defined at the PHY layer, such collisions should not happen. In other words, even when MAC sends the second PDU, PHY will not transmit it. An alternative, more efficient, solution as also captured in [1] is to modify the MAC behavior as to avoid sending the second PDU to PHY; it should be noted again that the second PDU, even if passed to the PHY layer, will be ignored by the PHY layer. 
Another point to consider, which makes the proposed solution more desirable, is that data arrives in the UE buffer in advance; the case of data “just arrived” is a rare scenario. Hence, the UE is aware of the data availability, LCH priorities of different groups, and the possible over-the-air collisions. Hence, a UE’s MAC can avoid such collisions when needed by only generating the second, i.e., a more urgent PDU. In our view, no further optimization at the PHY layer for this scenario is required. 
Based on the explanations above, we propose a response to LS in [1] according to the following proposal:
Proposal: In response to the RAN2 LS [1], RAN1 should ask RAN2 to follow the first option, i.e., to ask RAN2 to change the MAC specification to accommodate the current PHY behavior for handling CGCG collision with the same RRC priority.
3	Conclusion
Proposal: In response to the RAN2 LS [1], RAN1 should ask RAN2 to follow the first option, i.e., to ask RAN2 to change the MAC specification to accommodate the current PHY behavior for handling CGCG collision with the same RRC priority.
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