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RAN2 sent LS to RAN1 [1] on Intra UE prioritization scenario where two PUSCH are overlapped in time with same or different priority. RAN2 drew following agreement for this issue after RAN1 had sent R1-2005078. 
	RAN2 has agreed in RAN2#107 that  
For the case when no PDU has been generated at all yet, and there are two grants where one will be de-prioritized (and there is data available for both grants), one PDU is generated by MAC.


In this contribution, we provide our view on LS on Intra UE Prioritization Scenario [1].
Discussion
In the previous meeting, following agreements were made in RAN1#101 [2]:
	Conclusion
There is no consensus in RAN1 for the support of the following
· high priority DG cancel the transmission of low priority CG in the physical layer
· high priority CG cancel the transmission of low priority DG in the physical layer
No further discussion for Rel-16.

Agreement
· For collision handling between CG and CG with different priorities
· If MAC delivers two MAC PDUs, it is up to UE implementation to make sure that the low priority CG PUSCH transmission can be cancelled before the start of the high priority CG PUSCH.


In [2], RAN2 explain that the agreement is to guarantee single MAC PDU for overlapped PUSCH in time regardless of those priority or traffic arrival time, which was main discussion point in RAN1 discussions for CG-CG/DG PHY prioritization. Given that, if a transport block is generated for the first uplink grant, UE no longer generates transport block for the second uplink grant overlapping with the first uplink grant in time, even when the second uplink grant has higher priority or is received later than the first uplink grant. As discussed before in RAN1#101, if single MAC PDU is guaranteed, there is no ambiguity in the perspective of PHY specification. PHY layer would not transmit PUSCH having no transport block, especially for configured grant or dynamic grant with UL skipping so there would be no PUSCH collision. 
Observation 1: if a single MAC PDU is always generated for overlapped UL grants, no PHY specification impact is expected.
With RAN2 agreement, of course, UE may transmit PUSCH with lower priority instead of higher priority PUSCH based on MAC PDU delivery. However, it is reasonable to transmit PUSCH having traffic to deliver before considering priorities. Also, based on specification related to LCH prioritization, gNB is able to configure proper LCH configuration ensuring that PUSCH with higher PHY priority always have higher priority in the MAC perspective as well. By doing so, it could be guaranteed to transmit higher PHY priority PUSCH if there is a traffic to be transmitted.
Observation 2: by proper gNB configuration, PUSCH with higher PHY priority can be prioritized from MAC prioritization.
Given above observations, we would like to confirm that mentioned scenario in [1] is supported in PHY specification and aligned with above RAN1 agreement from RAN1#101
Proposal: Send reply LS to RAN2 to confirm that mentioned scenario in the LS is supported in PHY specification and aligned with the LS R1-2005078. 

Conclusion
In this contribution, we provide our view on LS on Intra UE Prioritization Scenario. Our observations and proposal are as follows:
Observation 1: if a single MAC PDU is always generated for overlapped UL grants, no PHY specification impact is expected.
Observation 2: by proper gNB configuration, PUSCH with higher PHY priority can be prioritized from MAC prioritization.
Proposal: Send reply LS to RAN2 to confirm that mentioned scenario in the LS is supported in PHY specification and aligned with the LS R1-2005078. 
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