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Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref462918989]In RAN2#106, the topic of CAPC selection for configured grants was discussed, and the following agreements were taken.
· For UL CG, select the highest CAPC index (lowest priority) of LCHs multiplexed in a TB, as in LTE LAA (for WiFi coexist)
· For UL CG, FFS if it shall be possible to restrict data of which CAPC can be multiplexed into a TB with high priority data
· SBR 0,1,3 have highest priority (lowest CAPC index), SRB2 configurable
In this contribution, we provide our views on how to restrict data from low priority DRBs being multiplexed into a TB that contains SRB data (for configured grants).
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]Discussion
A straightforward method to limit low priority data from being multiplexed together with control (SRB) or high priority data for configured grants would be via the use of an additional LCH restriction. A configured grant is associated with a CAPC value (say p), and only logical channels with associated CAPC value less than or equal to p are allowed to use this configured grant.

However, the use of LCH restrictions for configured grants in the manner described above has several undesirable aspects. SRB data is quite rare, and in the absence of high priority DRB data, it seems to be a waste of radio resources to restrict configured grants in this manner. If the UE is only configured with a single configured grant per BWP/Cell (as in Rel-15), then the resource wastage become even more pronounced. It is also worth noting that such a scheme increases the number of LBT attempts, including for dynamic signaling of uplink grants for data and BSRs, as well as for SR and (possibly) RACH attempts, further bringing down system performance.

One approach to solve the issue would be to configure multiple configured grants. The support of multiple configured grants already exists (e.g. for IIoT feature), and can be used to potentially solve the efficiency issue if intra-UE prioritization is adequately designed. However, a requirement to support multiple configured grants for UEs that support NR-U seems a bit awkward.

Observation 1: The use of LCH restrictions is wasteful of radio resources without UE support of multiple configured grants.

Instead of LCH restrictions, a simpler scheme would be modify the LCP behavior itself based on whether or not SRB data is present. In this scheme, a CG resource is treated as usual when no SRB data is available. If SRB data is available then only the SRB data is sent using the CG resource. The resulting MAC PDU will of course use high priority CAPC since only high priority SRB data is present. 

Since SRB data rates are quite small, the efficiency hit is quite low, and there is no need to prescribe additional restrictions, possibly simplifying UE implementation.

Proposal 1: The LCP procedure is modified to consider only SRB data (if present) for configured grants in NR-U.

In the above discussion, we have used the term SRB rather loosely but RAN2 has agreed to treat SRB2 differently from other SRBs. It seems simplest to either treat all SRBs the same, or exclude SRB2 from the modified LCP procedure. 

Proposal 2: The modified LCP procedure either treats all SRBs the same, or treats SRB2 like DRBs.
Conclusions
In this paper, we consider the issue of how CAPC is determined for configured grants in the presence of SRB data. Our observations and proposals are summarized below.
Observation 1: The use of LCH restrictions is wasteful of radio resources without UE support of multiple configured grants.

Proposal 1: The LCP procedure is modified to consider only SRB data (if present) for configured grants in NR-U.

Proposal 2: The modified LCP procedure either treats all SRBs the same, or treats SRB2 like DRBs.



