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1.	Introduction
During the last several meetings, some company has proposed to use the LCP restriction for the configured grant to disable SR triggering like SR mask or has raised the question of whether both the SR mask and the restriction for the configured grant are needed to disable SR triggering [1] [2]. This contribution clarifies the usage of SR mask and the LCP restriction for the configured grant.
2.	Discussion 
The configured grant Type 1 is a grant-free resource mainly for URLLC services. The LCP restriction for the configured grant Type 1 (CG Type 1), i.e. configuredGrantType1Allowed, was introduced to restrict non-URLLC services from using the CG Type 1, that is shared by multiple UEs, since the more UEs contend for this resource, the higher probability of collisions will occur and this leads to decrease in reliability of the transmission [3].
Agreement in RAN2#100:
	1.	Subcarrier spacing and PUSCH duration restrictions are applied independently.  Only Tmax PUSCH duration is used 
2.	Means to restrict eMBB from using certain graints (e.g. grant free) will be specified.  A scheduling type restriction is defined (e.g. a restriction per type of grant) 
3.	No additional restriction based on the granularity of PUSCH transmission duration is introduced
4.	In case of slot aggregation, the duration of a single repetition of a TB (i.e. single PUSCH transmission) should be considered for LCH selection
5.	The minimum grant size for not transmitting padding or padding BSR while having data available for transmission is 8 bytes
6.	The UE shall not perform UL skipping if a periodic BSR is triggered and there are data in any LCG



On the other hand, SR mask, i.e. logicalChannelSR-Mask, was firstly introduced in LTE “in order to avoid unnecessary SR transmission for a certain logical channel when UL SPS configuration is activated” [4] and applies equivalently for the CG Type 1 in NR. In the text in the quotes, we need to focus on the word unnecessary. Even when there is a CG Type 1 (or a CG Type 2) available and some LCHs are allowed to transmit UL data on this configured grant, SR transmission might be needed for one LCH and not for another LCH according to their service type. For example, for URLLC services, triggering SR might be beneficial since the dynamic grant obtained through the SR procedure could be scheduled in earlier timing than the configured grant. On the contrary, for the eMBB services, SR triggering might not be needed since the configured grant could provide enough performance for eMBB data. 
Observation. Even when there is a configured grant available and an LCH is allowed to use the configured grant, SR transmission may be needed according to its service type.
Thus, configuredGrantType1Allowed, restricting a LCH from using the CG Type 1 for its UL data transmission, and logicalChannelSR-Mask, disabling the SR triggering for a certain LCH, are independently configured and cannot replace one another.
Proposal. RAN2 confirm that configuredGrantType1Allowed and logicalChannelSR-Mask are configured for different usages and cannot replace one another.
3.	Conclusion
In this contribution, we clarify the usage of SR mask and the LCP restriction for the configured grant and propose the following:
Observation. Even when there is a configured grant available and an LCH is allowed to use the configured grant, SR transmission may be needed according to its service type.
Proposal. RAN2 confirm that configuredGrantType1Allowed and logicalChannelSR-Mask are configured for different usages and cannot replace one another.
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