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Introduction
In the previous RAN2 meetings, the following agreements have been achieved on Handling of deprioritized transmissions [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
	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.
There were many discussions and conclusions on the handling of de-prioritized MAC PDU, in this paper we focus on the remaining issues for handling of de-prioritized MAC PDU as follows. 
Discussion
Issue 1. UE autonomous retransmission using the same HARQ process for the different CG configuration is FFS.
Issue 2. Whether this MAC CR needs to capture something to reflect a RAN2#108 agreement “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)” is FFS.

Regarding the first issue, there are two options on UE-autonomously transmits a de-prioritized PDU on subsequent radio resources:
Option 1. With same CG configuration (approved)
Option 2. With different CG configurations restricted in same HARQ process (FFS)

Option 1) has been already approved in RAN2, while option b is still FFS without consensus. Hence, what we need justify is whether the option b for handling de-prioritized MAC PDU on configured grant is needed. Regarding option 1) and option b), the two options both face a challenge that a possible long retransmission delay due to the uncertainty of the arrival of the next available radio resources. If there is another new arrival packet on the next transmission occasion, it will introduce the additional transmission delay for the new arrival packet, which will be stalled in the HARQ buffer especially in option 1). Currently, in Release 16, multiple CG configurations per BWP has been introduced for a UE, hence, once adopted option 2), with more flexibility introduced, it may be more possible to wait for a timely available transmission occasion in different CG configurations.
Observation 1: it is in a high possibility that option 1would face a possible challenge that is the retransmission delay or data lost due to the uncertainty of the arrival of the next available radio resources. 
Observation 2: option 2 will bring more flexibility, and then it may be more possible to meet a timely available transmission occasion in another different CG configurations.
Proposal 1: it is preferred to combine the option 1 and option 2 to avoid the risk of lost the de-prioritized packet due to stalked in the HARQ buffer for a long time.
Another issue is that is whether RAN1/RAN2 need to specify any restriction on minimum duration between a deprioritized CG PUSCH for which a PDU is generated, and next available CG PUSCH to the deprioritized CG PUSCH that could be used for UE autonomous transmission of the PDU?
In our understanding, this is left to UE-implementation issue, which generally could select a subsequent CG occasion that satisfies the required processing time to perform autonomous transmission. And if CG periodicity is configured as very short value, e.g. 2 symbols, a normal UE can wait for another available CG occasion which meets the duration of processing time. And there is no limitation that the UE must use the sequent CG occasion to transmit the deprioritized PDU. Moreover, the UE autonomous transmission using the same HARQ process ID will have sufficient processing time.
Proposal 2: there is no need to specify any restriction on minimum duration between a deprioritized CG PUSCH for which a PDU is generated, and next available CG occasion, which is left to UE-implementation.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed the remaining issues for Handling of deprioritized transmissions, and achieved the following proposals:
Observation 1: it is in a high possibility that option 1would face a possible challenge that is the retransmission delay or data lost due to the uncertainty of the arrival of the next available radio resources. 
Observation 2: option 2 will bring more flexibility, and then it may be more possible to meet a timely available transmission occasion in another different CG configurations.
Proposal 1: it is preferred to combine the option 1 and option 2 to avoid the risk of lost the de-prioritized packet due to stalked in the HARQ buffer for a long time.
Proposal 2: there is no need to specify any restriction on minimum duration between a deprioritized CG PUSCH for which a PDU is generated, and next available CG occasion, which is left to UE-implementation.
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