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1. Introduction

How to transmit the de-prioritized MAC PDU was discussed and the following was agreed in RAN2#108 [1].

· The TPs can work, as baseline (maybe some details to fix)

· UE autonomously transmits the de-prioritized PDU as a new transmission in a CG resource from the same CG configuration (FFS different CG configuration)

· The new CG uses the same HARQ process as the deprioritized CG.
· The Aut (re-) transmission feature is optional 
Further, autonomous transmission for the de-prioritized MAC PDU and scheduling a retransmission were discussed and some agreements were concluded in RAN2#108 [1].
· The case when the next CG resource cannot be used for a retransmission because of UE processing time limitation can occur (no consensus on whether this is a corner case or a mainstream case). Leave the timeline restriction to UE implementation (we don’t specify a new number, can specify something). 

· UE shall not perform autonomous transmission of the PDU if network has scheduled a retransmission grant for the PDU. FFS whether we specify some time restriction. 
However, whether different CG configuration can be used to transmit the de-prioritized MAC PDU is FFS. In this contribution, we analyse the possibility related with transmission on different CG configuration.

2. Discussion
The different CG configuration can be divided into two cases. One is that at least the TBS are different for the two CG configurations. The other one is that the TBS of the two CG configurations are the same while the other parameters are different.
Different TBS
According to the agreed TP [2], the de-prioritized MAC PDU is obtained directly from the HARQ buffer of the identified HARQ process. When transmitting the de-prioritized MAC PDU with the different TBS of the CG configuration, the de-prioritized MAC PDU has to be regenerated. Processing delay is introduced. And it is possible that the DCI scheduling a re-transmission for the de-prioritized MAC PDU, a critical time restrict should be considered whatever it is specified or up to UE implementation. Therefore, from the perspective of delay and complexity, it is not a good solution for the de-prioritized MAC PDU to be transmitted from a different CG configuration that at least the TBS are different. 
Observation 1: If a de-prioritized MAC PDU is transmitted in a CG resource from a different CG configuration with different TBS, the regeneration of a MAC PDU is inevitable which introduces much complexity and processing delay. 
Same TBS

When transmitting the de-prioritized MAC PDU from a different CG configuration with the same TBS, regenerate the de-prioritized MAC PDU can be avoided. However, the HARQ process ID has to be changed to the value corresponding to the value which is used for the first transmission of the de-prioritized MAC PDU. For example, the HARQ process ID associated with the first symbol of the transmission in a different CG configuration is derived from the equation in [3] is ‘k’. And it is ‘m’ for the de-prioritized CG which is also derived from the equation in [3]. According to the agreement” The new CG uses the same HARQ process as the deprioritized CG.”, ‘k’ should be set to ‘m’ when the different CG configuration is used to transmit the de-prioritized MAC PDU. 
Observation 2: The HARQ process ID associated with the first symbol of the transmission from a different CG configuration could be changed when the different CG configuration is used to transmit the de-prioritized MAC PDU.
Then the HARQ buffer associated with the HARQ process ‘k’ is empty. If the different CG collides again with other resource or cannot be received successfully, the NW can schedule a retransmission. However the NW has no idea that the HARQ process ID has changed. The NW can only schedule the retransmission corresponding to the HARQ process ‘k’. UE will ignore the uplink grant, because the HARQ buffer of the identified process is empty. The scheduled retransmission fails. Therefore, transmit the de-prioritized MAC PDU from a different CG configuration even with the same TBS is not feasible.
Observation 3: (Re-)transmit the de-prioritized MAC PDU from a different CG configuration could lead to a failure of scheduling retransmission. Therefore, transmit the de-prioritized MAC PDU in a different CG configuration even with the same TBS is not feasible.
Further, someone may argue that the shared HARQ process among multiple CG configurations can solve the issue of failure dynamic scheduling retransmission. It should be noted that LCP restriction could not be satisfied for the next different CG configuration e.g. the TB can contain data from a LCH that is not allowed for the next different CG used for the retransmission, even if the TBS is the same and the HARQ process is shared with the initial transmission. And this should be avoided.
Observation 4: LCP restriction could not be satisfied for the next different CG configuration even if both the TBS and the HARQ process are the same with the initial transmission.
On the other side, since the collision which leads to the de-prioritized MAC PDU can be predicted and the dynamic scheduling can be symbol level, the latency requirement can be satisfied with the established agreements as well as the DCCA strategy. It is not necessary to introduce more complexity. 
Proposal 1: UE autonomously (re-)transmits the de-prioritized PDU in a CG resource only from the same CG configuration when taking the simplicity and LCP restriction into account.
Conclusion

In this contribution, whether different CG configuration can be used to transmit the de-prioritized MAC PDUis discussed and the following observations and proposal are given based on the discussion:
Observation 1: If a de-prioritized MAC PDU is transmitted in a CG resource from a different CG configuration with different TBS, the regeneration of a MAC PDU is inevitable which introduces much complexity and processing delay.
Observation 2: The HARQ process ID associated with the first symbol of the transmission from a different CG configuration could be changed when the different CG configuration is used to transmit the de-prioritized MAC PDU.
Observation 3: (Re-)transmit the de-prioritized MAC PDU from a different CG configuration could lead to a failure of scheduling retransmission. Therefore, transmit the de-prioritized MAC PDU in a different CG configuration even with the same TBS is not feasible.
Observation 4: LCP restriction could not be satisfied for the next different CG configuration even if both the TBS and the HARQ process are the same with the initial transmission.
Proposal 1: UE autonomously (re-)transmits the de-prioritized PDU in a CG resource only from the same CG configuration when taking the simplicity and LCP restriction into account.
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