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1 Introduction
In the last RAN2 #106 meeting, the topic of enhancement of LCP procedure for differentiation between URLLC and eMBB service was left to be further discussed in an email discussion, as presented as follows:

In the email discussion, the rapporteur has presented three options, shown as follows:

In this contribution, we aim to address our views on these options.
2 Discussion
According to the current TS 38.321, when a new transmission is performed, logical channel to be selected for being scheduled on the UL grant should satisfy all the following conditions:

· the set of allowed Subcarrier Spacing index values in allowedSCS-List, if configured, includes the Subcarrier Spacing index associated to the UL grant.

· maxPUSCH-Duration, if configured, is larger than or equal to the PUSCH transmission duration associated to the UL grant; 
· configuredGrantType1Allowed, if configured, is set to TRUE in case the UL grant is a Configured Grant Type 1; 
· allowedServingCells, if configured, includes the Cell information associated to the UL grant.
In our last meeting paper R2-1905944, we have indicated that applying these three criteria is insufficient to differentiate between URLLC and eMBB service. If data from a URLLC service is carried on the eMBB UL grant, the latency and reliability requirements of URLLC service are likely to be not met. On the other hand, if data from a eMBB service is carried on the URLLC UL grant, the spectrum usage efficiency would be quite low. As a result, it is necessary to find a proper approach to differentiate between eMBB UL grant and URLLC UL grant.

Observation 1: it is necessary to find an approach to differentiate between eMBB UL grant and URLLC UL grant.
The option 2 in the email discussion aims to introduce a relevant flag in the DCI indicating whether the corresponding PUSCH resource is for URLLC or eMBB service. In our opinion, this approach may solve the problem of differentiating between URLLC and eMBB service. However, DCI formats might be encountered with the space limitation problem---for some DCI formats, there are no bit reserved for future use. As known by all, DCI content design fall in the study scope of RAN1, and therefore sort of such enhancements and the feasibility should be justified and discussed in the RAN1, specifically under the TU allocated to the URLLC topic.
Observation 2: DCI formats might be encountered with the space limitation problem---for some DCI formats, there are no bit reserved for future use.

Proposal 1: RAN2 should make discussion and decision assuming the option 2 (DCI enhancement) is not feasible, unless RAN1 sends a LS to RAN2 informing a positive discussion result regarding option 2.
Regarding Option 1, some companies claimed that applying new MCS table could enhance the UL coverage for the eMBB service. However, applying new MCS table to the eMBB service is only a theoretically possible choice, since it would result in a low spectrum utility and low power efficiency, which is opposite to the intention of eMBB service.  To enhance the coverage of PDSCH/PUSCH, loads of other choices such as increasing power density and time domain repetition are more reasonable.
Proposal 2: We propose RAN2 to agree to apply the MCS related information in LCH selection procedure when scheduling transmission on a dynamic scheduled grant, considering that approaches such as increasing power density and time domain repetition are more reasonable choices to enhance the UL coverage for the eMBB service, rather than applying new MCS table to the eMBB service.
Besides Option 1 and Option2, some companies suggest to map particular LCH(s) to certain CG configuration as option 3. In our understanding, this option mainly addresses the problem of allocating the data originated from a particular LCH to a certain CG periodic resource configuration, in the context of supporting more than one simultaneous active CG configuration has been agreed by the RAN2. Obviously, the targeted problem of this suggestion is different from the target of option 1 and option2. Specifically, the option 1 and option 2 will be used when the UE receives a dynamic scheduling grant, while the option 3 is related to the configured grant LCH mapping problem.
Observation 2:  the target problem that mapping particular LCH(s) to certain CG configuration (suggested by some companies to be option 3 in the email discussion) to address is different from the target of option 1 (MCS information related) and option 2 (DCI enhancement) . Specifically, the option 1 and option 2 will be used when the UE receives a dynamic scheduling grant, while the option 3 is related to the configured grant LCH mapping problem.
3 Conclusions
In this contribution, following observation and proposal is made:

Observation 1: it is necessary to find an approach to differentiate between eMBB UL grant and URLLC UL grant.
Observation 2: DCI formats might be encountered with the space limitation problem---for some DCI formats, there are no bit reserved for future use.
Observation 3:  the target problem that mapping particular LCH(s) to certain CG configuration (suggested by some companies to be option 3 in the email discussion) to address is different from the target of option 1 (MCS information related) and option 2 (DCI enhancement) . Specifically, the option 1 and option 2 will be used when the UE receives a dynamic scheduling grant, while the option 3 is related to the configured grant LCH mapping problem.
Proposal 1: RAN2 should make discussion and decision assuming the option 2 (DCI enhancement) is not feasible, unless RAN1 sends a LS to RAN2 informing a positive discussion result regarding option 2.
Proposal 2: We propose RAN2 to agree to apply the MCS related information in LCH selection procedure when scheduling transmission on a dynamic scheduled grant, considering that approaches such as increasing power density and time domain repetition are more reasonable choices to enhance the UL coverage for the eMBB service, rather than applying new MCS table to the eMBB service.
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Option1: 	indicate whether the grant is for high-priority or low-priority traffic by MCS value or MCS-RNTI


 Option2: 	A new indication is defined to identify the LCHs are allowed for transmission using a given grant 


 Option3: 	other (please elaborate in comments)











