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1 Introduction
This contribution discusses the impact of the introduction of a new MCS table with low spectrum efficiency values on the priority for scaling or dropping when the UE is power limited. It is proposed that transmissions associated with the use of the new MCS table are prioritized over other transmissions to help maintain the higher reliability associated with the use of such table.
2 Discussion

In RAN1#91, a priority order has been specified for scaling or dropping simultaneous transmissions when the UE is power limited. As in LTE, prioritization is based on the type of physical channel and the type of UCI (if any) carried by the transmission. More specifically, the following priority order is specified:

· PRACH of PCell > PUCCH/PUSCH with ACK/NACK and/or SR > PUCCH/PUSCH with other UCIs > PUSCH w/o UCI > SRS/PRACH of SCell

The rationale for prioritizing transmissions in the above is tied to the severity of consequence of losing the transmission in terms of QoS. For example, scaling a transmission containing ACK/NACK could result in NACK-to-ACK misinterpretation which generally has a severe effect on the service (e.g. RLC retransmission).

In RAN1#93, a new MCS table including low spectrum efficiency values has been introduced to better support ultra-reliable traffic. RAN1 also agreed on signaling allowing indication of a MCS table on a per-DCI basis. The new MCS table enables operation with BLER target of 10^-5.
In carrier aggregation, some PUSCH transmissions may be using the legacy MCS table while others may be using the new MCS table enabling low BLER operation. It could be reasonably expected that a transmission using the new MCS table is more likely to carry data for a service requiring high reliability. Furthermore, losing a PUSCH transmission is obviously more likely to result in failure of meeting QoS if this transmission carries data for a high-reliability service. 
It therefore seems logical to prioritize a PUSCH transmission using the new MCS table (qam64LowSE) over a PUSCH transmission scheduled using the legacy MCS table, at least the when latter one does not carry critical UCI such as ACK/NACK or SR. In case the PUSCH transmission using the legacy MCS table carries only ACK/NACK for PDSCH using the legacy MCS table, one could discuss whether it has lower priority than a PUSCH transmission using the new MCS table with no UCI.
Proposal 1: For power allocation in power-limited case, prioritization of a PUSCH transmission considers whether the new MCS table (qam64LowSE) or another MCS table is used.
Proposal 2: A PUSCH transmission using the new MCS table (qam64LowSE) is prioritized over a PUSCH transmission using another MCS table when no ACK/NACK or SR is multiplexed on the latter.
3 Conclusion

This contribution discussed prioritization of PUSCH transmissions in power-limited case when the new MCS table is configured for some transmissions. The following proposals are made:
Proposal 1: For power allocation in power-limited case, prioritization of a PUSCH transmission considers whether the new MCS table (qam64LowSE) or another MCS table is used.

Proposal 2: A PUSCH transmission using the new MCS table (qam64LowSE) is prioritized over a PUSCH transmission using another MCS table when no ACK/NACK or SR is multiplexed on the latter. 
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