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1	Introduction
RAN2#107 made following agreements including highlighted one about LCP restriction enhancements for dynamic grants (DGs) and configured grants. 
	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.



Observation 1: RAN2 agreed to enhance LCP restrictions for configured grants to allow mapping between an LCH and CG configurations.
[bookmark: _Hlk20382697]Such LCP restriction enhancements allow “reserving” configured grants for a subset of LCHs.
Observation 2: RAN2 agreed to enhance LCP restrictions for dynamic grants to take into account reliability with details FFS.
The motivation for LCP restrictions to dynamic grants in our view is the following: URLLC traffic is not sent using eMBB grants (e.g., with high MCS) as it can lead to failure in meeting latency and reliability targets. Rel-15’s LCP restriction based on maximum PUSCH duration is limiting as it essentially prevents even URLLC with slightly relaxed latency requirements (e.g., 2ms - 4ms) from using PUSCH with long duration.
2	LCP restriction enhancements for dynamic grants
LCP restriction enhancements for dynamic grants will involve 
(1) Indicating whether a DG is reliable or not, and 
(2) Indicating whether a logical channel can use reliable DGs only.
Observation 3: LCP restriction enhancements for dynamic grants will involve two parts: 
(1) Indicating whether a DG is reliable or not, 
(2) 	Indicating whether a logical channel can use reliable DGs only.
Indicating of whether a DG is reliable or not overlaps with RAN1 discussion on intra-UE prioritization (e.g., the indicating could be based on a DCI indication) and should be treated after RAN1 progress in light of following agreement from RAN2#107:
	R2 will de-prioritize work on intra-UE prioritization until R1 has made more progress. 



Observation 4: Indicating whether a DG is reliable or not overlaps with RAN1 discussion on intra-UE prioritization and should be treated after RAN1 progress on intra-UE prioritization.
To enable indicating that a logical channel can use reliable DGs only, LCP mapping restrictions for a logical channel should be enhanced to include an indication whether the logical channel can only use reliable DGs.
Proposal 1: LCP mapping restrictions for a logical channel should be enhanced to include an indication whether the logical channel can only use reliable DGs.
3	LCP restriction enhancements for configured grants
The agreed LCP restriction enhancements for configured grants will involve allowing of indication of allowed CGs for each logical channel.
Observation 5: The agreed LCP restriction enhancements for configured grants will involve allowing of indication of allowed CGs for each logical channel.
It should be possible to use allowed CGs to indicate that a logical channel is allowed to use none of the CGs. This may be useful to prevent logical channel associated with MBB traffic from using CGs which are all meant to carry only URLLC traffic. It should be also be possible to use signalling of allowed CGs to indicate that a logical channel is allowed to use all CGs to match Rel-15 behaviour.
Based on the above discussion, we propose the following:
Proposal 2: LCP mapping restrictions for a logical channel should be enhanced to include allowed CGs for the logical channel, and it should be possible to use allowed CGs to indicate that a logical channel is allowed to use all CGs or none of the CGs.
4	Conclusions
[bookmark: _Hlk6406644][bookmark: _GoBack]Highlights of above discusison are copied below:
Observation 1: RAN2 agreed to enhance LCP restrictions for configured grants to allow mapping between an LCH and CG configurations.
Observation 2: RAN2 agreed to enhance LCP restrictions for dynamic grants to take into account reliability with details FFS.
Observation 3: LCP restriction enhancements for dynamic grants will involve two parts: 
(1) Indicating whether a DG is reliable or not, 
(2) 	Indicating whether a logical channel can use reliable DGs only.
Observation 4: Indicating whether a DG is reliable or not overlaps with RAN1 discussion on intra-UE prioritization and should be treated after RAN1 progress on intra-UE prioritization.
Proposal 1: LCP mapping restrictions for a logical channel should be enhanced to include an indication whether the logical channel can only use reliable DGs.
Observation 5: The agreed LCP restriction enhancements for configured grants will involve allowing of indication of allowed CGs for each logical channel.
Proposal 2: LCP mapping restrictions for a logical channel should be enhanced to include allowed CGs for the logical channel, and it should be possible to use allowed CGs to indicate that a logical channel is allowed to use all CGs or none of the CGs.

