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Introduction
In last meeting[1], it was agreed that:
same prioritization solution for CG vs CG conflict and CG vs DG conflict
Extend LCP restrictions by allowing restrictive mapping between an LCH and certain CG configurations.
LCP restriction enhancements for DG to take into account reliability is needed, details FFS. 
no need to define UE processing time in MAC
The same UE prioritization behaviour should be applied for resource conflicts between new transmissions or a new transmission and a retransmission.
RAN2 assumes that MAC PDU recovery method in grant prioritization could be reused for PUSCH vs SR conflict.
The case of highest priorities of two conflicting grants are equal is handled according to the following: for CG DG conflict, DG is prioritized, other cases FFS to what extent to specify.
This contribution provides our considerations on LCP restriction enhancements for the DG. 
Discussion
In [2] there are three options proposed to solve the LCP restriction problem:
Proposal 5: RAN2 to further discuss and decide the solutions for enhancing LCP restriction listed as following: 
Option1: 	indicate whether the grant is for high-priority or low-priority traffic by MCS value or MCS-C-RNTI
Option2:  A new indication (allowedOnReliableGrant or allowedOnUnReliableGrant) is defined to identify the LCHs are allowed for transmission using a given grant
Option3:  Extend LCP restrictions by allowing restrictive mapping between an LCH aqnd certain CG configurations.
For the DG option 3 was agreed, while further discussion is needed for the case of DG. Therefore, we need to discuss and decide a suitable solution for DC.
In our last meeting paper [3], we have analysed these solutions mentioned above. The option 2 aims to introduce a relevant flag in the DCI indicating whether the corresponding PUSCH resource is reliable or not, using a explicit way. It may solve the problem of differentiating the traffic type. However, considering for some special DCI format, e.g. DCI format 0-0, DCI format 1-0, there is no room to add additional information in DCI content, and DCI content design fall in the study scope of RAN1, and therefore sort of such enhancements and the feasibility should be justified and discussed in the RAN1, specifically under the TU allocated to the URLLC topic.
And for option 1, while using MCS-C-RNTI, it can be considered as one implicit indication in PHY layer that dynamic UL grant is scheduled for URLLC data.  It is a simple way to complement the LCP restriction problem compared with option 2, since it does not involve the RAN1 signalling change. some company claimed that application of the new MSC table could enhance the UL coverage for the eMBB service. From our understanding, potentially more suitable approaches such as increasing power density and time domain repetition are more suitable for the purpose.
In addition, though the two options have same differences, we need to notice that they are all adding a new parameter in LCP parameters, and no matter which way, LCP procedure needs to be enhanced, which in some sense weakens the differences. 
Proposal: RAN2 is kindly asked to select one solution for DG LCP restriction enhancement.
Conclusions
In this paper, we provide our view on DG LCP restriction enhancement and we propose:
Proposal: RAN2 is kindly asked to select one solution for DG LCP restriction enhancement.
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