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1. [bookmark: _Ref521334010]Introduction
This document summarizes the discussions during RAN1#109-e under the following email thread.
R1-2204052	Clarification of PUSCH with SP-CSI overlapping with PUSCH with data	CATT
[109-e-NR-CRs-07] Clarification of PUSCH with SP-CSI overlapping with PUSCH with data by May 13 – Yanping (CATT)
· Relevant tdoc: R1-2204052
2. Discussion
In R1-2204052, the following text proposal was proposed for TS 38.214 Clause 5.2.5 to avoid potential confusion that PUSCH with SP-CSI overlapping with PUSCH with UL-SCH on a different carrier would be dropped.
	[bookmark: _Toc36117432][bookmark: _Toc20318024][bookmark: _Toc11352134][bookmark: _Toc27299922][bookmark: _Toc44515924][bookmark: _Toc83291029]5.2.5	Priority rules for CSI reports
CSI reports are associated with a priority value  where




-	 for aperiodic CSI reports to be carried on PUSCH  for semi-persistent CSI reports to be carried on PUSCH,  for semi-persistent CSI reports to be carried on PUCCH and  for periodic CSI reports to be carried on PUCCH;


-	 for CSI reports carrying L1-RSRP and  for CSI reports not carrying L1-RSRP;
-	c is the serving cell index and  is the value of the higher layer parameter maxNrofServingCells;

-	s is the reportConfigID and is the value of the higher layer parameter maxNrofCSI-ReportConfigurations.

A first CSI report is said to have priority over second CSI report if the associated  value is lower for the first report than for the second report.
Two CSI reports are said to collide if the time occupancy of the physical channels scheduled to carry the CSI reports overlap in at least one OFDM symbol and are transmitted on the same carrier. When a UE is configured to transmit two colliding CSI reports, 
-	if y values are different between the two CSI reports, the following rules apply except for the case when one of the y value is 2 and the other y value is 3 (for CSI reports transmitted on PUSCH, as described in clause 5.2.3; for CSI reports transmitted on PUCCH, as described in clause 5.2.4): 

-	The CSI report with higher  value shall not be sent by the UE.
-	otherwise, the two CSI reports are multiplexed or either is dropped based on the priority values, as described in clause 9.2.5.2 in [6, TS 38.213].
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK3]If a semi-persistent CSI report to be carried on PUSCH overlaps in time with PUSCH data transmission in one or more symbols on the same carrier, and if the earliest symbol of these PUSCH channels starts no earlier than N2+d2,1 symbols after the last symbol of the DCI scheduling the PUSCH where d2,1 is the maximum of the d2,1 associated with the PUSCH carrying semi-persistent CSI report and the PUSCH with data transmission, the CSI report shall not be transmitted by the UE. Otherwise, if the timeline requirement is not satisfied this is an error case.
If a UE would transmit a first PUSCH that includes semi-persistent CSI reports and a second PUSCH that includes an UL-SCH on the same carrier and the first PUSCH transmission would overlap in time with the second PUSCH transmission, the UE does not transmit the first PUSCH and transmits the second PUSCH. The UE expects that the first and second PUSCH transmissions satisfy the above timing conditions for PUSCH transmissions that overlap in time when at least one of the first or second PUSCH transmissions is in response to a DCI format detection by the UE.



Question 1: Do you agree to adopt the text proposal in R1-2204052 from Rel-15/16?
	
	
	Company

	Agree
	Rel-15
	CATT (1st preference)

	
	Rel-16
	QC, LG, OPPO, NTT DOCOMO, Ericsson, CATT (2nd preference), ZTE, Sharp, Samsung, Intel

	Not agree
	



	Company
	Comments

	QC
	We agree with the intention of the CR to clarify the spec. But at this stage, we prefer not to change Rel-15 spec, unless it is a super critical issue. In our view, this CR does not meet the bar for Rel-15 spec change. For Rel-16, we are fine to adopt the change to clarify the spec. 
A minor comment is that, if we change the Rel-16 spec, a cleaner way seems delete the whole following paragraph, because the following paragraph with the addition “on the same carrier” seems a duplication of the previous paragraph. 
If a UE would transmit a first PUSCH that includes semi-persistent CSI reports and a second PUSCH that includes an UL-SCH and the first PUSCH transmission would overlap in time with the second PUSCH transmission, the UE does not transmit the first PUSCH and transmits the second PUSCH. The UE expects that the first and second PUSCH transmissions satisfy the above timing conditions for PUSCH transmissions that overlap in time when at least one of the first or second PUSCH transmissions is in response to a DCI format detection by the UE.

	LG
	We also understand the intention of this CR for the clarity in the spec.
And at the same time, we share the same view with QC that it is fine for Rel-16.

	OPPO
	We are fine to have this CR for Re-16.

	NTT DOCOMO
	It seems that QC’s comment is valid.

	Ericsson
	We are fine to accept this CR for Rel-16.

	CATT
	Thanks QC for the suggestion. It was actually proposed earlier to delete the second paragraph but it was not agreed. If the second paragraph is deleted entirely, at least the case that PUSCH with SP-CSI overlapping with CG PUSCH on the same carrier and there are no DCIs associated with any of the PUSCH is missing.
If companies want to remove the redundancy, here we attempt to provide an alternative TP.

If a semi-persistent CSI report to be carried on PUSCH overlaps in time with PUSCH data transmission in one or more symbols on the same carrier, the CSI report shall not be transmitted by the UE. And iIf at least one of the PUSCH transmissions is in response to a DCI format detection by the UE, the UE expects the earliest symbol of these PUSCH channels starts no earlier than N2+d2,1 symbols after the last symbol of the DCI scheduling the PUSCH where d2,1 is the maximum of the d2,1 associated with the PUSCH carrying semi-persistent CSI report and the PUSCH with data transmission, the CSI report shall not be transmitted by the UE. Otherwise, if the timeline requirement is not satisfied this is an error case.
If a UE would transmit a first PUSCH that includes semi-persistent CSI reports and a second PUSCH that includes an UL-SCH and the first PUSCH transmission would overlap in time with the second PUSCH transmission, the UE does not transmit the first PUSCH and transmits the second PUSCH. The UE expects that the first and second PUSCH transmissions satisfy the above timing conditions for PUSCH transmissions that overlap in time when at least one of the first or second PUSCH transmissions is in response to a DCI format detection by the UE.

	ZTE
	Fine with a Rel-16 CR. 
We are wondering whether deleting the second paragraph is a good way. For instance, it seems the first paragraph is for dropping of CSI reports, and the second is for dropping of PUSCH which may also include HARQ-ACK. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Can accept to have a Rel-16 CR.
On the second paragraph, if it is totally removed, some cases may be not covered as mentioned by companies, for example, overlapping between PUSCH with SP-CSI and CG PUSCH. Thus we prefer not to remove the second paragraph.

	Sharp
	Agree to take this CR for Re-16.

	Samsung
	We agree this CR for Rel-16 except for deleting the second paragraph or alternative changes.

	Intel
	We are fine to consider this for Rel-16 CR. We also prefer not to touch the second paragraph. 



All the companies who provided feedback agree to adopt text proposal from Rel-16. Some companies proposed to delete the last paragraph entirely due to duplication while some other companies commented that if the second paragraph is deleted entirely, the case of PUSCH with SP-CSI overlapping with CG PUSCH on the same carrier and both without associated DCIs is missing. Therefore, it is proposed to adopt the text proposal in R1-2204052 from Rel-16.
3. Conclusion
Agreement
[bookmark: _GoBack]The text proposal in R1-2204052 is endorsed in R1-2205294 (TS38.214, Rel-16, CR#0272, Cat. F) and R1-2205295 (TS38.214, Rel-17, CR#0273, Cat. A)
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