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1. Introduction

During previous RAN2 meeting in China, there was a discussion on the need of priority indicator on E-AGCH. However, the discussion could not conclude due to unclear used-case of such a mechanism. This contribution is then discussing the need of priority indication based on used-case comparison of what is currently supported and what is proposed. 
2. Common Rate Scheduling and Priority
We begin by comparing three scenarios illustrated in Figure below. The selected three scenarios are:
· Scenario 1: network with single priority (see Figure below)

· When node B issuing common grant, all UE has one priority level for scheduled transmission. Non scheduled transmission may have different priority level but its scheduling is controlled by RNC. 
· This scenario is valid from the beginning of HSUPA deployment.
· Scenario 2: network with dual priority (see Figure below)
· When node B issuing common grant, priority is decided based on user group (gold and bronze). 

· This scenario would be potentially valid from the beginning of HSUPA deployment.

· Scenario 3: network with dual priorities per UE (See Figure below)
· When node B issuing common grant, UE can have more than one logical channel with different priority. Hence priority is decided on basis of service level (high priority MMS service and low priority FTP service). 
· This scenario would be potentially valid from adoption of HSUPA for diversified services.
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Next we review how above mentioned scenarios can be handled using current agreed mechanism.

· Scenario 1: 

· This is simplest scheduling scenario for common rate scheduling. All UE can enjoy request-free access to uplink resource. Current two E-RNTI based scheduling mechanism can handle this scenario sufficiently.

· Proposal: Nothing special is need for this scenario

· Scenario 2: 

· This scenario necessitates more than one common E-RNTI per cell. Node B manages two common E-RNTI (high priority common E-RNTI and low priority common E-RNTI). For example, assigning high data rate for high priority common E-RNTI than low priority one. Current two E-RNTI based scheduling mechanism can handle this scenario sufficiently.

· Proposal: Nothing special is need for this scenario
· Scenario 3:

· If the cell load is low, node B scheduler can treat this scenario similar to Scenario 1 by allowing uplink access regardless of priority of individual services. However, when the cell load is increased, this scenario can be handled by the following two ways:
· proposal 1: allow priority indication at common absolute grant 

· Valid priority 1 bit for support of priority based scheduling and hence network can prevent UE sending a low priority data with common rate meant for high priority data 

· proposal 2: assign UE priority group based on the highest priority schedulable logical channel 

· Nothing special is needed but accept that network allows high priority UE can send low priority data using common rate meant for high priority data

· Proposal: select one solution from the following two options:

3. Conclusion
From scenarios reviewed in this contribution, we noted that current common rate scheduling is limited in its capability of handling priority of uplink transmission. Especially, main limitation comes from its inability to control UE with different priority services activated simultaneously. We see a correction is feasible with minimum impacts (e.g. one bit on E-AGCH and minor impact on E-TFC selection). In order to close Stage 2 RAN2 discussion on E-AGCH, we propose to decide on the following two alternatives of recommendations:
· proposal 1: allow priority indication at common absolute grant 

· Valid priority 1 bit for support of priority based scheduling and hence network can prevent UE sending a low priority data with common rate meant for high priority data 

· proposal 2: assign UE priority group based on the highest priority schedulable logical channel 

· Nothing special is needed but accept that network allows high priority UE can send low priority data using common rate meant for high priority data




















































































