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1	Introduction
In this document we discuss remaining issues of INOBEAR.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
RAN2 will extend the number of DRBs to 15. And in the URLLC-WI PDCP packet duplication is added where each DRB can be mapped to two logical channels. It is still to be discussed in the URLLC-WI how many DRBs it should be possible to support PDCP duplication for, but unless RAN2 agrees otherwise we assume for now that it could be any number of DRBs, i.e. that we need to reserve up to 30 LCIDs for logical channels.
In the existing LCID-space there are 8 LCIDs reserved for DRBs and hence we need 22 LCID-values in the new range for logical channels.
[bookmark: _Toc513629871]22 new LCIDs in the new LCID space are allocated to logical channels.

RAN2 discussed the number of bits needed for the eLCID-field. RAN2 agreed 5 bits since this would allow for 32 new LCIDs. This may seem sufficient if we would only require 7 LCIDs for the new DRBs leaving 25 LCIDs in this new range for MAC CEs. However, as discussed above, we need 22 LCID-values for logical channels, hence if RAN2 extends to only 32 values then there would be only 10 LCIDs which RAN2 can use for MAC CEs.
To avoid that we need to have an eINOBEAR WI in a couple of releases, we suggest that the eLCID-field instead should be 6 bits, which still leaves in total 3 R-bits in the subheader.
[bookmark: _Toc513629872]The eLCID-field is 6 bits (leaving 2 R-bits).

With 6 new bits for eLCID we get 64 more values. RAN2 need to decide if the new space should have a range 0..63 or 32..95. If the new space refers to codepoints from 0..63 we would end up having overlaps between the two ranges (0..32 for the legacy range and 0..63 for the new range). This may cause ambiguity since there would for example be two LCIDs having value 5. For example, if a logical channel has index 5 it would be less clear from the specification if the legacy LCID-field should be used for this logical channel, or if the eLCID-field should be used. RAN2 would then have to indicate for a logical channel that this has LCID 5, but also indicate which LCID-space this 5 belongs to which may not be very nice from an RRC-point of view.
On the other hand, if RAN2 decides that the eLCID-field refers to LCIDs 32..95 then it would mean that e.g. codepoint 000000 in the field does not actually map to value 0, but rather to value 32. To implement this in the specifications we would simply have to say that the LCID value for a certain codepoint is the signalled value + 32. This only impacts the logical channels where there is a correspondence between the codepoint value and the ID of the logical channel. For MAC CEs there is no such correspondence and codepoint value does not matter.
We acknowledge that this is a minor detail and both approaches work and RAN2 should select the approach which makes the specification cleanest. We believe that the cleanest approach is the approach where the ranges do not overlap.
[bookmark: _Toc513629873]The eLCID-field refers to LCIDs 32 to 95.

Then RAN2 also needs to decide where in the new space logical channels should be placed. We assume RAN2 should do the same thing as was done for the legacy LCID-space, i.e. the logical channels are placed in the lower range while the MAC CEs are placed in the higher range. The proposal implies that logical channels have IDs 0-10 (in the legacy LCID space) and 32-53 (in the eLCID space).
[bookmark: _Toc513629874]LCID 32 to 53 in the new space are allocated to logical channels.

3	Conclusion
Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	22 new LCIDs in the new LCID space are allocated to logical channels.
Proposal 2	The eLCID-field is 6 bits (leaving 2 R-bits).
Proposal 3	The eLCID-field refers to LCIDs 32 to 95.
Proposal 4	LCID 32 to 53 in the new space are allocated to logical channels.
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