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Introduction
In this contribution, we discuss aspects relating to transmission profiles. 
Discussion
In the RAN2 meeting the following was concluded:
[bookmark: _GoBack]For LCP and to know which restrictions to use the MAC needs to be aware of more information than just TTI length (e.g. numerology). An abstraction based on index or profiles can be supported.   Exact parameters are FFS. 
The approach in RAN2 is to define transmission index/profiles for the UL, such that LCPs map to given profiles which would be RRC configured. Multiple LCP could be mapped to the same profile or a single LCP can be mapped to one profile. Currently there are 8 LCPs defined in RAN2. From a RAN1 point of view it would be good to consider this in our design from the start and inform RAN2 about the applicable setup that can be envisioned from RAN1. From a physical layer perspective, the gNB can set the number of symbols for PUSCH together with its applicable MCS, TBS, etc. In general, the MCS, TBS, etc. can be signalled separately, and to minimize the DCI overhead and also to increase reliability some of these variables can be RRC configured.  In that sense, the gNB could select the applicable settings that are suitable for a given profile and hence the UL grant would only need to indicate the associated profile with the specific transmission. Together with the profile one could automatically potentially consider having a parameter setting the received target SINR (P0) at the gNB that is profile dependent. 
Other than the above consideration the main aspect for RAN1 to consider is how many profiles that should be supported. Given that there is 8 LCP currently defined going beyond 8 profiles does not seem to attractive. Similarly having two few profiles as 2 would be rather restrictive. Hence going for either 4 or 8 profile would be a suitable choice. This would lead to either 2 or 3 bits in the UL grant to indicate the associated transmission profile.
Proposal
· A 2 or 3 bitfield is introduced to indicate different transmission index/profiles in a dynamic UL grant and in the grant for grant free/SPS resource
· It is up to gNB implementation to select the appropriate MCS, TBS, carrier, numerology, resource allocation in frequency, resource allocation in time, etc.
· Select later whether the bitfield is 2 or 3 bits, when the total DCI payload becomes more clear
· The transmission profile is associated with its own target SINR parameter in the UL power control (P0) 

Conclusion
We discussed UL data scheduling grant in this contribution and made the following proposals:
· A 2 or 3 bitfield is introduced to indicate different transmission index/profiles in a dynamic UL grant and in the grant for grant free/SPS resource
· It is up to gNB implementation to select the appropriate MCS, TBS, carrier, numerology, resource allocation in frequency, resource allocation in time, etc.
· Select later whether the bitfield is 2 or 3 bits, when the total DCI payload becomes more clear
· The transmission profile is associated with its own target SINR parameter in the UL power control (P0) 
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