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1 Background
In RAN1#114, RAN1 made the following agreements related to SRS carrier switching:
Agreement
Select one of the following two alternatives in RAN1#114bis:
· Alt 1: RAN1 concludes that DCI 1_1 and 1_2 triggering are supported for aperiodic SRS carrier switching in Rel-15
· Alt 2: RAN1 agrees to introduce Rel-17 UE capability signalling related to support of DCI 1_1 and 1_2 triggering for aperiodic SRS carrier switching.







In RAN1#114b, RAN1 made the following additional conclusion:
For RAN1#115:
On the issue of aperiodic triggering support for SRS carrier switching, consider the proposals in the conclusion section of R1-2310680 for RAN1#115.






In this brief contribution we present our views on the above two alternatives, and additional agreements that can be made to address the issues discussed during RAN1#114b.

2 Discussion
In our view, Alt.1 should be selected for the following reasons:
· Support of DCI format 2_3 is optional, separate from SRS carrier switching. Therefore, if Alt 2 is selected, a UE not supporting DCI format 2_3 would not be able to support aperiodic SRS for carrier switching, which is very limiting.
· When introducing SRS carrier switching in Rel-15, the agreement was to reuse the LTE functionality. LTE supports triggering of SRS carrier switching from some unicast downlink DCIs (the ones associated with appropriate transmission modes). This was explicitly agreed as follows (see [1] for details):
Agreement: (some parts omitted for brevity)
· DL DCI formats for trigger
· Reuse current DL DCI formats with SRS request field (currently 1A/2B/2C/2D) 
· 1 bit in DL DCI for SRS request

· Selecting Alt 2 would delay deployment of this feature, given that some already deployed UEs may support SRS carrier switching but will not be able to operate with DCI formats 1_1 and 1_2 since they will not report the new UE capability.
· No specification change is needed to support DCI formats 1_1 and 1_2 (i.e., the current specifications already capture all necessary UE behavior for this functionality).

Therefore, we make the following proposal:
Proposal 1: For the issue of DCI 1_1 and 1_2 triggering SRS carrier switching in Rel-15, the following alternative is agreed:
· Alt 1: RAN1 concludes that DCI 1_1 and 1_2 triggering are supported for aperiodic SRS carrier switching in Rel-15


During RAN1#114b, the following additional issue was brought up: If multiple CCs are triggered from 2_3, the specification has a clear text describing how the prioritization / ordering is done, while there are no rules defined with respect to collision of SRS CS between multiple 1_1/1_2 or between 1_1/1_2 and 2_3.
For reference, the explicit comment made on RAN1#114b on this issue is as follows [2]:
	In case of more than one PUSCH-less carriers configured with SRS carrier switching, it is possible that two DL DCIs trigger overlapped SRS carrier switching. There is no specified UE behaviour on carrier priority for this case yet, which is different from the trigger of DCI 2_3. Additionally, it seems unclear whether carrier priority is needed when a trigger of DCI 2_3 and a trigger of DL DCI overlap. Therefore, we suggest to narrow down the case for no new capability as “in the case where DCI 2_3 is not configured and/or only one uplink carrier is configured with SRS carrier switching.”



While we acknowledge the issue of collision of triggering between multiple DCIs, in our view restricting the triggering by 1_1/1_2 to the case of single CC and 2_3 is unnecessary for the following reasons:
1. The issue of collision between multiple DCIs would also happen in the case of operation with 2_3 alone, since multiple 2_3 may be received with conflicting switching cases (e.g. 2_3 received in different slots may trigger SRS in different CCs at the same time). Therefore, restricting 1_1/1_2 to the case of 2_3 not being configured does not alleviate the possibility of collision.
2. It would be natural for RAN1 to conclude that the case of conflicting SRS CS is an error case and, therefore, the UE behavior would not be defined in the problematic cases defined above.
Therefore, we make the following proposal:
Proposal 2: RAN1 concludes that a UE is not expected to receive multiple DCIs triggering colliding SRS CS triggers received in different DCIs.





3 Summary
In this contribution we discussed the issue of supporting DCI 1_1 and 1_2 for triggering of SRS carrier switching, based on the discussion in previous meetings. We made the following proposal:
Proposal 1: For the issue of DCI 1_1 and 1_2 triggering SRS carrier switching in Rel-15, the following alternative is agreed:
· Alt 1: RAN1 concludes that DCI 1_1 and 1_2 triggering are supported for aperiodic SRS carrier switching in Rel-15

Proposal 2: RAN1 concludes that a UE is not expected to receive multiple DCIs triggering colliding SRS CS triggers received in different DCIs.
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