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1   Introduction
At their #91 meeting in Reno, RAN1 agreed that it is possible to have multiple resource configurations for uplink transmission without dynamic grant supported for a single serving cell. More specifically (from RAN1#91 meeting report v0.2.0): 
· At least for type 1 UL transmission without UL grant:

· RAN1 agreed to support multiple resource configurations for UL transmission without UL grant for single serving cell. 
This – on its own – is not in conflict with RAN2’s agreement (from TS 38.321v15.0.0): “Multiple configurations [referring to resource configurations for uplink transmission without dynamic grant] can be active simultaneously only on different serving cells.” However, RAN1 also agreed (at their #90b meeting in Prague) that “there is one active BWP on the SUL carrier and one active BWP on the non-SUL UL carrier”. This tdoc discusses the implications of these two RAN1 decisions.
2   Possible issues with joint interpretation of existing RAN1 and RAN2 agreements
While the RAN1 decision quoted above (on the possibility to have multiple GF resource configurations supported for a single serving cell) does not explicitly preclude having more than one such configuration active per serving cell, it is our understanding that this is the intention of RAN1. Additionally, RAN2 have already agreed that there can only be one active GF configuration per cell. In practice, RAN1 and RAN2 agreements could be reconciled by explicitly limiting the number of GF configurations per BWP to one, meaning that there will always be at most one active GF configuration per cell.

 Proposal 1. In order to reconcile the support of multiple GF configurations per cell, agreed to by RAN1, with the limit of at most one active GF configuration per cell imposed by RAN2, it is sensible to limit the number of GF configurations per BWP to one.
One complication mentioned in the introduction is that RAN1 have already agreed to support one active BWP on UL and one active BWP on SUL (possibly due to e.g. PUCCH being on UL and PUSCH being on SUL). Now, according to TS 38.321v15.0.0, on an active BWP the MAC entity shall “(re-)initialize any suspended configured uplink grants of configured grant Type 1 according to the stored configuration, if any”. This implies that – unless normative measures are taken to explicitly prevent it – in some implementations we may end up with GF being simultaneously active on UL and SUL, contrary to existing RAN2 decisions.

At this point we need to stress that support for simultaneously active GFs on UL and SUL would entail additional discussion in RAN2 on GF, as well as potential additional specification support for SUL (e.g. handling collision of GF resources, HARQ PID calculations, etc.). The simplest, most straightforward way to avoid having two GFs active simultaneously (in line with existing RAN1 and RAN2 agreements) is to prevent overlapping (in time) GF grants being configured on both UL and SUL in the first place.

Proposal 2. We should prevent overlapping GFs being configured on both UL and SUL.

3   RAN2 actions

The related text we currently have in the MAC spec (TS 38.321v15.0.0) is as follows:

“Type 1 and Type 2 are configured by RRC per serving cell and per BWP. Multiple configurations can be active simultaneously only on different serving cells. For Type 2, activation and deactivation are independent among the serving cells. For the same serving cell, the MAC entity is configured with either Type 1 or Type 2.”

Observation 1: The following are two major potential issues with the above text in line with discussions:

-        The text says that Type 1 and Type 2 can be configured “per BWP” without saying a maximum of one configuration is allowed per BWP (which we think is necessary, see our Proposal 1)

-        It is not clear from the text whether both SUL and non-SUL can have a configured grant or not, and we should make this clear (we are not talking here about active configurations, which are clearly limited to a total of one per cell – we are proposing to have only one GF configuration on either UL or SUL, but not both; see our Proposal 2)
As will be clear by now, we would like to limit the GF configuration to one of SUL and UL (but not both). The simplest thing is to not make any further restrictions – i.e. we could allow configuration of GF on either UL or SUL. But there is a difference between UL and SUL. One of them will be designated “default” carrier and will carry PUCCH. So perhaps this “default” carrier should be used for configured grants? Or perhaps the carrier which carries PUSCH should be used for configured grants – and this can change over time (whether it is UL or SUL)? We feel that, for Type 1 grants, this should be left to RAN1 should decide. For Type 2 however this issue does not exist since we can use the one bit in DCI to indicate Type 2 grant either on SUL or UL.

Proposal 3. Leave to RAN1 the decision on how to decide which of the UL/SUL is configured with Type 1 grant (e.g. only one of UL “carriers” (either type) can be configured for UL GF; UL GF can only use the “carrier” for PUSCH transmission; etc.)

From RAN2 point of view, and in order to iron out any inconsistencies arising from recent RAN1 decision, we have prepared an accompanying CR [1], which we propose that RAN2 should review and agree:

Proposal 4. Agree the CR to TS 38.321 given in [1].
4   Conclusions
RAN2 have agreed that Type 1 and Type 2 multiple configurations can be active simultaneously only on different serving cells. However, the decision made by RAN1 to have simultaneously active BWPs on UL and SUL, coupled with RAN2 decision to (re-)initialize any suspended configured uplink grants of configured grant Type 1 according to the stored configuration when a BWP is reactivated, mean that in some cases we may end up with simultaneously active Type 1 configurations on UL and SUL – contradicting previously made RAN2 decisions. The following two proposals are meant to rectify this:

Proposal 1. In order to reconcile the support of multiple GF configurations per cell, agreed to by RAN1, with the limit of at most one active GF configuration per cell imposed by RAN2, it is sensible to limit the number of GF configurations per BWP to one.
Proposal 2. We should prevent overlapping GFs being configured on both UL and SUL.

Looking at the latest version of the MAC spec, we made following observations:

Observation 1: The following are two major potential issues with the above text in line with discussions:

-        The text says that Type 1 and Type 2 can be configured “per BWP” without saying a maximum of one configuration is allowed per BWP (which we think is necessary, see our Proposal 1)

-        It is not clear from the text whether both SUL and non-SUL can have a configured grant or not, and we should make this clear (we are not talking here about active configurations, which are clearly limited to a total of one per cell – we are proposing to have only one GF configuration on either UL or SUL, but not both; see our Proposal 2)
Crucially, we then propose the following:

Proposal 3. Leave to RAN1 the decision on how to decide which of the UL/SUL is configured with Type 1 grant (e.g. only one of UL “carriers” (either type) can be configured for UL GF; UL GF can only use the “carrier” for PUSCH transmission; etc.)

Proposal 4. Agree the CR to TS 38.321 given in [1].
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