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1. Introduction

L1-priority related issues were further discussed and a new LCH restriction is introduced to reflect the priority/reliability level for a dynamic grant. Also the agreements are specified in the running CR [2] as a new configurable condition allowedPriorityLevels (allowedPHY-PriorityIndex is used in the running CR [3]) associated to the dynamic UL grant. The RAN2 related agreements are listed in Appendix. However whether it is applied for configured grant is FFS. 
In this contribution, we analyse the necessity to introduce a new LCH restriction on CG to reflect the same effect.

2. Discussion
Effect of the new allowedPriorityLevels
During the RAN2#108 discussion, it is acknowledged that the new allowedPriorityLevels which reflects the L1-prioity parameter is applied to indicate whether the LCH can utilize grant with this indication or not. And it is described in the running CR [3] as:
	allowedPHY-PriorityIndex
This restriction applies for the dynamic grant with PHY-priority indication. If present, UL MAC SDUs from this logical channel can only be mapped to the dynamic grants indicating priority index equal to the values configured by this field.
Editor’s note: In this implementation, it is assumed that the LCH configured with allowedPHY-PriorityIndex is allowed to be mapped to dynamic grant without any priority indication. FFS: The mapping restriction between a LCH configured with allowedPHY-PriorityIndex and a grant without any priority indication.
Editor’s note: FFS whether allowedPHY-PriorityIndex applies for configured grant.

Editor’s note: The name allowedPHY-PriorityIndex needs to be confirmed and what name to use needs to be aligned also with TS 38.300 and TS 38.321.


Observation 1: The new LCP restriction allowedPriorityLevels (/allowedPHY-PriorityIndex) is applied to indicate whether the LCH can utilize grant with this indication or not.
We can assume that the LCP restriction was applied for CG, the related allowedPHY-PriorityIndex could be described as: This restriction applies for the configured grant with PHY-priority indication. If present, UL MAC SDUs from this logical channel can only be mapped to the configured grants indicating priority index equal to the values configured by this field.
Effect of allowedCG-List
At earlier RAN2 meeting #107, a LCP restriction which is used to restrict the mapping between an LCH and certain CG configurations was introduced. And it is described in the running CR [3] as:
	allowedCG-List

This restriction applies only when the UL grant is a configured grant. If present, UL MAC SDUs from this logical channel can only be mapped to the indicated configued grant configuration. If the size of the sequence is zero, then UL MAC SDUs from this logical channel cannot be mapped to any configured grant configurations. If the field is not present, UL MAC SDUs from this logical channel can be mapped to any configured grant configurations. Corresponds to “allowedCG-List” as specified in TS 38.321 [3].
Editor’s note: In this implementation, it is assumed that the LCH configured with allowedCG-List is allowed to be mapped to dynamic grant. This requires a confirmation from RAN2.
Editor’s note: FFS the maximum length of the allowedList, i.e., the maximum number of configured grant configurations per MAC entity.


Observation 2: the allowedCG-List is configured for LCH to set the allowed configured grant(s) for transmission.

Comparing the effect of allowedCG-List with that of the assumed allowedPHY-PriorityIndex applied for CG, they are essentially the same. In other words, the new requirement from L1-priority to indicate whether the LCH can utilize grant can be realized by the established LCP restriction condition allowedCG-List. Therefore, it is not necessary to introduce a new LCP restriction for CG.
Observation 3: There is no essentially difference between the LCP restriction condition allowedCG-List and the allowedPHY-PriorityIndex when it is applied for CG.
On the other side, as shown in the running CR, the L1-priority is a two-level priority which is a coarse granularity control on the mapping of LCH to UL grant. While LCH to CG mapping does have a finer granularity, since there should be up to 16 CGs. Essentially network has by the LCH to CG mapping a better way to control which LCHs data goes on which CG grant. So L1-priority should not be used for CG.
Observation 4: From the perspective of control granularity, network has a better way to control the LCH to CG mapping by allowedCG-List. 
*************************************RRC running CR for NR IIoT*********************************
allowedCG-List-r16



SEQUENCE (SIZE (0.. maxNrofConfiguredGrantConfigMAC-r16-1)) OF ConfiguredGrantConfigIndexMAC-r16



























OPTIONAL,   -- Need R


allowedPHY-PriorityIndex-r16
ENUMERATED {p0, p1}











OPTIONAL    -- Need R

maxNrofConfiguredGrantConfigMAC-r16-1   INTEGER ::= 32767   -- Maximum number of configured grant configurations per MAC entity minus 1
*************************************RRC running CR for NR IIoT*********************************
Proposal 1: It is not necessary to introduce a new LCH restriction on CG to reflect the priority/reliability level (L1-priority). It can be realized by the allowedCG-List, if configured.
Conclusion

In this contribution, whether introducing a new LCH restriction on CG to reflect the priority/reliability level (L1-priority) is analysed and the following observations and proposal are given based on the discussion:
Observation 1: The new LCH restriction allowedPriorityLevels (/allowedPHY-PriorityIndex) is applied to indicate whether the LCH can utilize grant with this indication or not.
Observation 2: the allowedCG-List is configured for LCH to set the allowed configured grant(s) for transmission.

Observation 3: There is no essentially different between the LCP restriction condition allowedCG-List and the allowedPHY-PriorityIndex when it is applied for CG.

Observation 4: From the perspective of control granularity, network has a better way to control the LCH to CG mapping by allowedCG-List.
Proposal 1: It is not necessary to introduce a new LCH restriction on CG to reflect the priority/reliability level (L1-priority). It can be realized by the allowedCG-List, if configured.
References 
[1] Chairman notes for RAN2#108 meeting
[2] R2-1916352, 38321_Running_CR_IIOT_r3
[3] [108#32] [IIOT] Running CR 38.331 (Ericsson)
Appendix A: Related agreements
RAN2#107:

· same prioritization solution for CG vs CG conflict and CG vs DG conflict
· Extend LCP restrictions by allowing restrictive mapping between an LCH and certain CG configurations.

· LCP restriction enhancements for DG to take into account reliability is needed, details FFS. 

· no need to define UE processing time in MAC
· The same UE prioritization behaviour should be applied for resource conflicts between new transmissions or a new transmission and a retransmission.
· RAN2 assumes that MAC PDU recovery method in grant prioritization could be reused for PUSCH vs SR conflict.

· The case of highest priorities of two conflicting grants are equal is handled according to the following: for CG DG conflict, DG is prioritized, other cases FFS to what extent to specify.
RAN2#107bis:

· R2 think it would be useful to introduce a new LCP restriction in the following way: The DCI that is scheduling PUSCH may include a specific indication. LCH configuration in RRC contains information on whether the LCH can utilize grant with this indication or not. R2 intends that this mechanism can be used to differentiate grants for traffic that requires high reliability.

RAN2#108:

· RRC configures a LCH with one or more allowed L1-priority level values (e.g. in a allowedPriorityLevels list) in LogicalChannelConfig (as in the current LCH restrictions), applied at least for mapping to DG, FFS for CG   
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