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[bookmark: _Ref32248407]Introduction
This summary is dedicated to discuss the intra-UE prioritization related to SP-CSI as indicated in the Chairman’s notes for this meeting:

[110bis-e-NR-R16-01] Discussion on correction for intra-UE prioritization related to SP-CSI by Oct 17 – Thorsten (Huawei)

For Round 1 discussion, please provide feedback before Tuesday Oct 11th, 10am UTC

3 companies (HW/HiSi, Samsung and Nokia/Nokia Shanghai Bell) have in total submitted 5 papers to this topic ([1], [2], [3], [4] and [5]).

Background

In RAN#110, following agreements and conclusion have been achieved. The submitted papers discuss whether how to capture them in the specification.

Agreements from RAN1#110
	Agreement
For Case 1 – overlap between HP PUSCH with DCI and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI, The entire LP channel is cancelled. The time-line requirement is the same as in Rel-15 defined in TS 38.214 Clause 5.2.5 for DG PUSCH overriding LP PUSCH with SP-CSI.
· FFS: RAN1 specification impact

Conclusion
For Case 2, overlap between HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP PUSCH with DCI is an error case

Agreement
For cases 3, 4, 5, UE follows CG-CG handling, the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index from the starting symbol of the repetition if the repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.
· Case 3: HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP CG PUSCH
· Case 4: HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI
· Case 5: LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and HP CG PUSCH



 
Discussion
Input papers to the meeting
The following proposals have been submitted to the meeting:

	Tdoc
	Source
	Proposals

	[1] R1-2208458
	HW/HiSi
	The UE behaviour for cases 1, 3, 4 and 5 is included in Section 9 based on the achieved agreements.

Text proposal for 38.213,  Clause 9

< Unchanged parts are omitted >

the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index before the first symbol overlapping with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmission of larger priority index if the repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.

If a UE would transmit the following channels on a same serving cell, including repetitions if any, that would overlap in time
-	a first PUSCH of larger priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH, and a second configured grant PUSCH of smaller priority index or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI reports(s) without a corresponding PDCCH, or 
-	a configured grant PUSCH of larger priority index and a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI reports(s) without a corresponding PDCCH
the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index from the starting symbol of the repetition if the repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.

If a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI reports(s) without a corresponding PDCCH overlaps in time with a PUSCH scheduled by a DCI format of larger priority index in one or more symbols on a same serving cell, the PUSCH of smaller priority index shall not be transmitted by the UE. The timeline requirement is the same as the timeline defined in TS 38.214 Clause 5.2.5 for PUSCH with data transmission scheduled by a DCI format overriding PUSCH with SP-CSI.

When a UE determines overlapping for PUCCH transmissions with SL HARQ-ACK reports and PUSCH of smaller priority index, including repetitions if any, after resolving the overlapping PUCCH other than PUCCH transmissions with SL HARQ-ACK reports and/or PUSCH transmissions, if the PUSCH includes no UCI, the UE resolves the overlapping for PUCCH transmissions with SL HARQ-ACK reports and PUSCH of smaller priority index as described in clauses 9.2.5 and 9.2.6.

< Unchanged parts are omitted >


	[2] R1-2208459
	HW/HiSi
	Based on the Priority rules for CSI reports in 5.2.5 of 38.214, PUSCH with data always overrides PUSCH with SP-CSI. Since no physical channel priorities are further specified in 38.214, this implies that LP PUSCH with data overrides HP PUSCH with SP-CSI regardless of their priorities. This is not the intention and should be corrected.

This issue has been indirectly adressed in RAN1#110 where it was included as one case out of in total 5 cases related to overlap with SP-CSI. For all other cases, agreements could be achieved, wheras for the particular case brought up here, i.e. Case 2, only following conclusion could be made:

Conclusion
For Case 2, overlap between HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP PUSCH with DCI is an error case.

If Case 2 is not captured in the specification, then it may still cause an ambiguity between the gNB and the UE about the expected behaviour. It is not sufficient to use a conclusion without spec impact to exclude the overlap between HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP PUSCH with DCI, since it is highly likely that for implementation not all companies will refer to the conclusion from the RAN1#110 meeting to identify the handling of this specific scenario, especially when other cases are explictely included in the specification. 

A simple solution to avoid this potential misunderstanding is to clarify that the priority rules for CSI reports defined in 38.214 are only for channels with the same PHY priority.

Text proposal for 38.214, clause 5.2.5:
5.2.5. Priority rules for CSI reports
For two overlapping PUSCHs, the priority rules in this clause are applied for physical channels with same priority index according to clause 9 in [6, TS 38.213].

CSI reports are associated with a priority value  where

< Unchanged parts are omitted >



	[3] R1-2209689
	Samsung
	Capture the following agreement in the specification

Agreement
For cases 3, 4, 5, UE follows CG-CG handling, the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index from the starting symbol of the repetition if the repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.
· Case 3: HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP CG PUSCH
· Case 4: HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI
· Case 5: LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and HP CG PUSCH

Text Proposal for 38.213, Clause9 for Cases 3, 4, 5:

*** Unchanged text is omitted ***
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]If a UE would transmit the following channels, including repetitions if any, that would overlap in time
-	a first PUCCH of larger priority index with SR and a second PUCCH or PUSCH of smaller priority index, or 
-	a configured grant PUSCH of larger priority index and a PUCCH of smaller priority index, or
-	a first PUCCH of larger priority index with HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s) and a second PUCCH of smaller priority index with HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s), or a second PUCCH of smaller priority index with SR and/or CSI, or a configured grant PUSCH with smaller priority index, or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH, or
[bookmark: OLE_LINK15] -	a PUSCH of larger priority index with SP-CSI reports(s) without a corresponding PDCCH and a PUCCH of smaller priority index with SR, or CSI, or HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s), or
-	a configured grant PUSCH of larger priority index and a configured grant PUSCH of smaller priority index on a same serving cell, or 
-     a first PUSCH of larger priority index with SP-CSI reports without a corresponding PDCCH and a second configured grant PUSCH of smaller priority index or a second PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI reports without a corresponding PDCCH on a same serving cell, or 
-     a first configured grant PUSCH of larger priority index and a second PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI reports without a corresponding PDCCH on a same serving cell
the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index before the first symbol overlapping with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmission of larger priority index if the repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.
*** Unchanged text is omitted ***


	[4] R1-2209690
	Samsung
	In Rel-15, if a DCI schedules a PUSCH overlapping with a PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI on a same cell, the PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI is cancelled if the timeline is satisfied. 

	TS 38.214
[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.



In Rel-16, if a DCI schedules a HP PUSCH overlapping with a LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI on a same cell, the UE behaviour is the same as in Rel-15 if PHY priority is not considered, the UE cancels the LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI. If the UE behavior for the case of overlapping between a HP PUSCH with DCI and a LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI is not specified, the UE should fall back to follow Rel-15 behaviour. There is no need to redefine the same behaviour.

Proposal: RAN1 conclude that there is no additional specification impact when resolving the overlapping between a HP PUSCH with DCI and a LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI on a same serving cell.


	[5] R1-2210144
	Nokia
	For Case 1, the entire LP channel is cancelled. The time-line requirement is the same as in Rel-15 defined in TS 38.214 Clause 5.2.5 for DG PUSCH overriding PUSCH with SP-CSI.

For cases 3, 4, 5, UE follows CG-CG handling, the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index from the starting symbol of the repetition if the repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index

Text Proposal for 38.213, Clause 9

9     UE procedure for reporting control information 
< Unchanged parts are omitted >
If a UE is scheduled by a DCI format in a first PDCCH reception to transmit a first PUCCH or a first PUSCH of larger priority index that overlaps with a second PUCCH or a second PUSCH transmission of smaller priority index that, if any, is scheduled by a DCI format in a second PDCCH
-	 is based on a value of  corresponding to the smallest SCS configuration of the first PDCCH, the second PDCCHs, the first PUCCH or the first PUSCH, and the second PUCCHs or the second PUSCHs 
-	if the overlapping group includes the first PUCCH
-	if processingType2Enabled of PDSCH-ServingCellConfig is set to enable for the serving cell where the UE receives the first PDCCH and for all serving cells where the UE receives the PDSCHs corresponding to the second PUCCHs, and if processingType2Enabled of PUSCH-ServingCellConfig is set to enable for the serving cells with the second PUSCHs, is 5 for , 5.5 for  and 11 for  
-	else, is 10 for =0, 12 for , 23 for , and 36 for ;
-	if the overlapping group includes the first PUSCH 
-	if processingType2Enabled of PUSCH-ServingCellConfig is set to enable for the serving cells with the first PUSCH and the second PUSCHs and if processingType2Enabled of PDSCH-ServingCellConfig is set to enable for all serving cells where the UE receives the PDSCHs corresponding to the second PUCCHs, is 5 for , 5.5 for  and 11 for 
-	else, is 10 for =0, 12 for , 23 for , and 36 for ;
If a PUSCH of larger priority index scheduled by a DCI format in a PDCCH reception overlaps in time with a PUSCH of lower priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH 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 the following channels, including repetitions if any, that would overlap in time
-	a first PUCCH of larger priority index with SR and a second PUCCH or PUSCH of smaller priority index, or 
-	a configured grant PUSCH of larger priority index and a PUCCH of smaller priority index, or
-	a first PUCCH of larger priority index with HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s) and a second PUCCH of smaller priority index with HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s), or a second PUCCH of smaller priority index with SR and/or CSI, or a configured grant PUSCH with smaller priority index, or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH, or
 -	a PUSCH of larger priority index with SP-CSI reports(s) without a corresponding PDCCH and a PUCCH of smaller priority index with SR, or CSI, or HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s), or
-	a configured grant PUSCH of larger priority index and a configured grant PUSCH of smaller priority index or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH on a same serving cell
-	a PUSCH of larger priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH and a configured grant PUSCH of smaller priority index or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH on a same serving cell
the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index before the first symbol overlapping with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmission of larger priority index if the repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.
< Unchanged parts are omitted >




Identified issues for discussion:

Three issues have been brought up in the different papers.

For issue #2 it is stable that a TP is needed and the discussion should be about fine-tuning the TP wording. For Issue #1 and #3, more views are firstly needed to decide whether a TP should be drafted.

Issue #1: Whether and how to capture Case 1 in TS 38.213:
The agreement from last meeting abut Case 1 has an FFS for spec impact.

· Nokia [5] and HW/HiSi [1] have each submitted a TP that includes Case 1.
· Samsung [4] has submitted a paper that proposes to conclude that no additional spec impact is needed.

Issue #2: Text proposal to capture Case 3, Case 4, Case 5 in TS 38.213:
· Nokia [5], HW/HiSi [1] and Samsung [3] have each submitted a TP. All TPs seem workable and the final wording needs to be agreed.
 
Issue #3: Clarify in TS 38.214 that overlapping resolution of 2 PUSCHs is for the same PHY priority 
· HW/HiSi [2] raised this issue. If not clarified, it could be misunderstood that a HP PUSCH with SP-CSI is cancelled by a LP PUSCH with data. This misunderstanding should be avoided. 


Round 1

It is suggested to discuss all 3 identified issues in parallel. 

We can try to agree on the TP wording for cases 3,4, and 5 (issue #2) for TS 38.213 and at the same time check if there is support to also adopt a TP for Case 1 (Issue#1) in TS 38.213 and to clarify the PUSCH cancelation with a TP for TS 38.214 (Issue #3).

Issue #1: Whether and how to capture Case 1 in TS 38.213
The discussion is about whether a TP for the following agreement from RAN1#110 is needed:

	Agreement
For Case 1 – overlap between HP PUSCH with DCI and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI, The entire LP channel is cancelled. The time-line requirement is the same as in Rel-15 defined in TS 38.214 Clause 5.2.5 for DG PUSCH overriding LP PUSCH with SP-CSI.
· FFS: RAN1 specification impact




2 companies provided a TP each to capture Case 1 ([1] and [5]). 

1 company, on the other hand, has raised in [3] that in Rel-15, SP-CSI on PUSCH is cancelled by PUSCH with data. And then it is claimed further that for Rel-16, if a DCI schedules a HP PUSCH overlapping with a LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI on a same cell, the UE behaviour is the same as in Rel-15 if PHY priority is not considered. It is said further that if the UE behavior for the case of overlapping between a HP PUSCH with DCI and a LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI is not specified, the UE should fall back to follow Rel-15 behaviour. There is no need to redefine the same behaviour.

In the moderator’s view, it might not be crystal clear that if channels with different PHY priorities are configured, but no behaviour to resolve their overlap has been defined in the specification, that then the UE shall revert to the behaviour without configured PHY priorities. 

Also, if we now would assume that for the non-specified case of overlap between HP PUSCH and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI (i.e. Case 1), the UE behaviour shall be the same as when no PHY priorities are configured (i.e. to cancel the PUSCH with SP-CSI), what would then happen for the also non-specified case of overlap between LP PUSCH and HP PUSCH with SP-CSI (i.e. Case 2)? This cannot fall back to the same behaviour as for UE where no PHY priorities is configured, since it would mean that the HP PUSCH with SP-CSI is cancelled, which would be in contradiction to the conclusion we made for Case 2 last meeting. It is ambiguous when to fall back to Rel-15 behaviour and when to fall back to a conclusion. To avoid this ambiguity and consequently possible problems during a later implementation, it is the moderator’s understanding that it would be very helpful to also add a description for Case 1 into the TS 38.213.

But more views are needed. Companies are therefore encouraged to provide their view on the following question:

Question 1: For Case 1, i.e. – overlap between HP PUSCH with DCI and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI, it has been agreed that the entire LP PUSCH is cancelled. Regarding potential spec impact for this behaviour, is your view according to Alt1 or Alt2 as below?

· Alt1: Capture explicitly the UE behaviour for the overlap between HP PUSCH with DCI and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI in the specification. A TP is needed. 
· Alt2: It is understood that in case of undefined UE behaviour for HP PUSCH with data overlapping with LP PUSCH with SP-CSI, the same behaviour is assumed as if no priorities are configured(i. e, the UE reverts to the behaviour specified for Rel-15 and cancels the entire LP PUSCH).

	Company
	View

	Moderator
	Please indicate whether you prefer Alt1 or Alt2. 
· If you prefer Alt1, you are also free to provide a TP, e.g. the one provided for Case 1 in [1] or in [5].
· If you prefer Alt2, please also give your view on how to treat the general case when PHY priority levels are configured but a certain situation overlap constellation is not explicitly defined in the specification. Should this then also revert to the behaviour without PHY priority? For example, for case 2 (LP PUSCH with data overlapping with HP PUSCH with SP-CSI) that has been concluded last meeting, reverting to Rel-15 would not be possible. 

	HW/HiSi
	We prefer to capture Case 1 in the specification. This is a cleaner and straight forward approach. 
For the TP, we prefer [1] but are open for modifications.

If case 1 would not be captured in TS 38.213, then we see a potential problem how to obtain the expected behaviour, i.e. how to know to fall back to the case when no PHY priorities are configured? It ´could be a bit confusing, since for another non-specified case, i.e. case 2, we do not go back to the behaviour with configured PHY priorities, but instead rely on the conclusion we made last meeting.

	vivo
	We prefer alt 1. The behaviour for Rel-15 is specified in TS 38.214 where we tend to have the understanding that it is for the case with the same priority. Alt 2 makes the situation a little bit confusing, sometimes 214 is for the same priority case, sometimes it is for a different priority case.

	Nokia/NSB
	We prefer alt 1. We agree with the comments by vivo, that 38.214 is for the same priority and any PHY priority handling is (to be) captured in 38.213. So would be good to clarify this directly in 38.213. 

	Samsung
	Alt 2.

Regarding HW’s comment for case 1, it won’t happen to UE. There is no potential problem and there is no need to define UE behaviour.

	CATT
	We do not have a strong view.
Our understanding is that 38.214 can cover Case 1 since it is not stated anywhere in spec that 38.214 covers same priority only. But we agree that the spec can be clearer if a TP (either for 38.213 or 38.214) is adopted for Case 1.



Issue #2: Text Proposal to capture Case 3, 4, and 5 in TS 38.213

3 TPs have been provided for this issue. They are in [1], [3] and [5]. The difference between the TPs is the starting symbol of the cancelation. In [3] and [5] the channel is cancelled from the earliest overlapping symbol. But the agreement from RAN1#110 says that the transmission is cancelled from its starting symbol. This is reflected in the TP given in [1], which therefore is suggested to use as starting point for the discussion. 

For reference, two agreements are copied below. The first one is from RAN#101 and is the basis for the current specification text. Then, also the agreement from last meeting is copied. The difference between the two is the cancellation start. For the cases captured in the agreement from RAN1#101, the cancellation has to be at least from the first overlapping symbol and for any earlier symbol of the cancelled transmission, it is up to UE implementation.  But for the cases that are subject of the agreement we made last meeting, the cancellation has to be from the starting symbol.

	From RAN1#101
Agreement
At least for handling collision between a high priority configured UL transmission and low priority channels in the following cases, it is up to UE implementation to ensure that the low priority UL transmission is cancelled, at the latest, from the first symbol that is overlapping with the high priority UL transmission:
· Case 1: Collision between a high priority SR PUCCH and any low priority channels 
· Case 2: Collision between a high priority CG-PUSCH and a low priority PUCCH
· Case 3: Collision between a high priority PUCCH carrying only HARQ-ACK corresponding to PDSCH without corresponding PDCCH and any low priority configured uplink transmission.
· Case 4: Collision between a high priority PUSCH carrying SP-CSI, except the first PUSCH after the activation DCI, and a low priority PUCCH

From RAN1#110
Agreement
For cases 3, 4, 5, UE follows CG-CG handling, the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index from the starting symbol of the repetition if the repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.
· Case 3: HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP CG PUSCH
· Case 4: HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI
· Case 5: LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and HP CG PUSCH





Question 2: Do you have a concern on the text proposal below to capture the UE behaviour for Case 3, 4, and 5?

Potential proposal: To capture the UE behaviour for Case 3, 4, and 5 in TS 38.213, adopt the following Text proposal:
	< Unchanged parts are omitted >

the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index before the first symbol overlapping with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmission of larger priority index if the repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.

If a UE would transmit the following channels on a same serving cell, including repetitions if any, that would overlap in time

-	a first PUSCH of larger priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH, and a second configured grant PUSCH of smaller priority index or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI reports(s) without a corresponding PDCCH, or 
-	a configured grant PUSCH of larger priority index and a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI reports(s) without a corresponding PDCCH
the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index from the starting symbol of the repetition if the repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.

When a UE determines overlapping for PUCCH transmissions with SL HARQ-ACK reports and PUSCH of smaller priority index, including repetitions if any, after resolving the overlapping PUCCH other than PUCCH transmissions with SL HARQ-ACK reports and/or PUSCH transmissions, if the PUSCH includes no UCI, the UE resolves the overlapping for PUCCH transmissions with SL HARQ-ACK reports and PUSCH of smaller priority index as described in clauses 9.2.5 and 9.2.6.

< Unchanged parts are omitted >




	Company
	View

	Moderator
	

	HW/HiSi
	Support the proposal

	vivo
	Fine with the proposal.

	Nokia/NSB
	We don’t see a need for a separate paragraph duplicating information, but think the Nokia & Samsung TPs in this respect should be sufficient here (to have all the cancellation in one place). 



	Moderator
	Thank you for the comments.

@Nokia: I agree with you that if possible it would be more elegant to not have the separate paragraphs. And if we find a good solution we should go the way that you are suggesting.

The reason why we suggest the separate paragraph is as I described in the reasoning prior to the proposal, i.e. that is because the cancellation according to the two agreements is different:
· For the already specified cases based on the agreement from RAN#101, the cancellation is at latest from the first overlapping symbol. Whether to also cancel earlier symbols is up to UE implementation.
· For the cases 3,4,5 that were agreed in last meeting, and should be specified now, the cancellation is from the starting symbol

If these two behaviours be included in the same paragraph, then this would also a good. Otherwise, I think we should keep them separated. What do you think? 

I copied the two agreements here again for your reference.

From RAN1#101
Agreement
At least for handling collision between a high priority configured UL transmission and low priority channels in the following cases, it is up to UE implementation to ensure that the low priority UL transmission is cancelled, at the latest, from the first symbol that is overlapping with the high priority UL transmission:
· Case 1: Collision between a high priority SR PUCCH and any low priority channels 
· Case 2: Collision between a high priority CG-PUSCH and a low priority PUCCH
· Case 3: Collision between a high priority PUCCH carrying only HARQ-ACK corresponding to PDSCH without corresponding PDCCH and any low priority configured uplink transmission.
· Case 4: Collision between a high priority PUSCH carrying SP-CSI, except the first PUSCH after the activation DCI, and a low priority PUCCH

From RAN1#110
Agreement
For cases 3, 4, 5, UE follows CG-CG handling, the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index from the starting symbol of the repetition if the repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.
· Case 3: HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP CG PUSCH
· Case 4: HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI
· Case 5: LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and HP CG PUSCH


	Nokia / NSB
	Thanks to the moderator for the clarification here. But then I don’t know from the RAN1#110 agreement which part to take here, the yellow part – or the blue part: 

From RAN1#110
Agreement
For cases 3, 4, 5, UE follows CG-CG handling, the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index from the starting symbol of the repetition if the repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.
· Case 3: HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP CG PUSCH
· Case 4: HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI
· Case 5: LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and HP CG PUSCH

So do we have a different cancelation timeline now specifically for that case (i.e. the UE needs to act differently in terms of cancellation compared to all the other cases?? – incl. Rel-17 prioritization of CG / DG PUSCH)


	Samsung
	NOT support.

The agreement states UE follows CG-CG handling, for CG-CG collision, the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index before the first symbol overlapping with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmission of larger priority index if the repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.

For Case 5, HP data may come late and UE may not know whether there is HP UL data when transmitting the LP PUSCH. With the proposed TP the HP CG PUSCH will degrade.

In addition, ‘reports(s)’ should be avoided in the spec, (s) should be removed.

	CATT
	Based on the discussions, it seems that companies have different understandings of the agreement in last meeting. Samsung commented that partial cancellation is possible for Case 5. But the agreement clearly stated that “the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index from the starting symbol of the repetition”.
Our understanding of the previous agreement is full cancellation but we are fine with partial cancellation as well if the group agrees.





Issue #3: Clarify in TS 38.214 that overlapping resolution of 2 PUSCHs is for the same PHY priority 

In TS 38.214, it is described that for overlap of PUSCH with data and PUSCH with SP-CSI, the PUSCH with SP-CSI is cancelled. This could be misunderstood that a LP PUSCH with data is cancelling a HP PUSCH with SP-CSI. A clarification in the specification could be very helpful to avoid such an ambiguity.

In RAN1#110, the following conclusion was made:
	Conclusion
For Case 2, overlap between HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP PUSCH with DCI is an error case



The conclusion implies that the overlap of HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP PUSCH with DCI cannot happen. Therefore, if everyone during implementation would be aware of this conclusion, the above mentioned case would not be implemented and a specification update would not be required. 

However, from the moderator’s perspective, for this case, an awareness of a conclusion cannot be guaranteed, and it would be much safer to explicitly clarify the behaviour it in the specification. A clean approach would be to clarify that Section 5.2.5 in TS 38.214 is intended for the overlap of PUSCH with data and PUSCH with SP-CSI within the same PHY priority and then to resolve the overlap of different priorities in TS 38.213.

One question in this context is then also how to handle the general case of overlap between PUSCH with data and PUSCH with SP-CSI, when PHY priorities are configured but when it is not described in the spec how to resolve a potential overlap of a certain configuration. This is somewhat related to Case 1, for which in [4] it is written:

· “If the UE behavior for the case of overlapping between a HP PUSCH with DCI and a LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI is not specified, the UE should fall back to follow Rel-15 behaviour. There is no need to redefine the same behaviour.”

If what I marked above with bold underlined would be common understanding, then there is a risk that one could also wrongly assume “If the UE behavior for the case of overlapping between a LP HP PUSCH with DCI and a HP LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI is not specified, the UE should fall back to follow Rel-15 behaviour.” 

It is not obvious in the moderator’s opinion that for the unspecified overlap between HP PUSCH with data and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI, the same behaviour as if no priorities were configured shall be assumed, but for the overlap between LP PUSCH with data and HP PUSCH with SP-CSI, it shall be refrained from this understanding and instead it is relied on a conclusion. A designer might not check for conclusions here and always fall back to the specified behaviour without configured priorities. 

I agree that the specification only should be updated if it is really required. For this specific issue, I believe that it is needed to clarify in the spec to avoid a severe misunderstanding during implementation. It would be great to hear more views from others on this issue:

Companies are therefore encouraged to give their view on the following question:

Question 3: In TS 38.214 it is specified that for overlapping between PUSCH with data and PUSCH with SP-CSI, the PUSCH with SP-CSI is cancelled. Without further information, this can be misunderstood that a LP PUSCH with data cancels a HP PUSCH with SP-CSI. In order to resolve this ambiguity, which of the followings alternatives do you prefer?
· Alt1: The conclusion from last meeting suffices (“overlap between HP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI and LP PUSCH with DCI is an error case”)
· Alt2: Clarify in the specification TS 38.214 that the overlap for PUSCH with data and PUSCH with SP-CSI is only for the same PHY priority.

For Alt 2, the following TP could be used as a starting point:
	Text proposal for 38.214, clause 5.2.5:
5.2.6. Priority rules for CSI reports
For two overlapping PUSCHs, the priority rules in this clause are applied for physical channels with same priority index according to clause 9 in [6, TS 38.213].

CSI reports are associated with a priority value  where




  
	Company
	View

	Moderator
	Please indicate if you prefer Alt1 or Alt2. If you support Alt2, please also indicate if you are fine with the suggest TP.

	HW/HiSi
	We would prefer a clean approach, that is to clarify that Section 5.2.5 in 38.214 is for collisions within the same PHY priority and then to resolve the overlap of different PHY priorities in TS 38.213.

We support Alt 2 and the suggested TP.

	vivo
	We prefer alt 2 and are fine with the TP.

	Nokia/NSB
	We could be fine with Alt. 2 to have this clarified in 38.214 and are fine with the TP. 

	Samsung
	Alt 1.

	CATT
	It is related to issue #1. For example, one possibility is to assume that 38.214 is applicable regardless of priority and a TP to explicitly exclude Case 2 can be adopted.




Round 2
Issue #1: Whether and how to capture Case 1 in TS 38.213

From Round #1 discussion, there is a 3:1 majority view to capture Case 1 in the specification

· 3 companies (HW/HiSi, vivo, Nokia) want to specify Case 1 (Alt1)
· 1 company (Samsung) does not want to specify Case 1 (Alt2)
· 1 company is neutral (CATT)

As proponents of Alt 1 have clarified, specifying Case 1 in 38.213 makes the specification much more clear. Then, any PHY priority handling is described 213 and not spread out between 214 and 213 which would be the consequence when not specifying case 1.

Given the majority view, it is therefore proposed to go with Alt1.

@Samsung, your position is acknowledged, but is it possible for you to accept the majority view to define a TP to capture case 1?

The following proposal is made. If there is a strong concern, please comment

Proposal: For Case 1, i.e. – overlap between HP PUSCH with DCI and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI, it has been agreed that the entire LP PUSCH is cancelled. Regarding potential spec impact for this behaviour, Alt 1 is adopted:
· Alt1: Capture explicitly the UE behaviour for the overlap between HP PUSCH with DCI and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI in the specification. A TP is needed. 
	Company
	Concern

	Moderator
	@Please indicate if you have still have a strong concern 

	Qualcomm
	Since we did not comment in the first round, we wanted to add here that we slightly prefer to capture the conclusion in the specification as it makes it much clearer (and easier to follow instead of looking for conclusions in the chairman’s notes.)

	Samsung
	We still have concern on the spec impact. This is a very late phase for Rel-16, we should only focus on essential correction. At least from our understanding, the spec is not broken. We don’t see the necessity of a TP

	Nokia/NSB
	Agree with the proposal & QC comments. 
We actually are a bit surprised about the comment by Samsung here – about ‘late phase’ and ‘specs impact’. If according to Samsung the UE behaviour by adding case 1 to the specification is not changed, it should not create any issues for implementation. 

	Ericsson
	Support.
We also prefer to have clearer specification to avoid confusion in the future.

	vivo
	support




Issue #2: Text Proposal to capture Case 3, 4, and 5 in TS 38.213

From Round 1 it is clear that a TP is needed.

Given the good comments during round 1, it seems that there was a slight room for interpretation in the agreement we made last meeting. That was leading us to different text proposals. In the moderators’ understanding, “following CG-CG handling” meant only that HP is cancelling LP, but was not specifying the time-line. However, after reading the feedback from Nokia and Samsung, I think it is reasonable to adopt the understanding that the same UE behaviour as for CG-CG is adopted. Also CATT expressed that they would agree to it.

Given the feedback from Round 1, the following TP should be agreeable, Please indicate if you have a strong concern on the suggested proposal below:

Proposal: To capture the UE behaviour for Case 3, 4, and 5 in TS 38.213, adopt the following Text proposal:
	9     UE procedure for reporting control information 
< Unchanged parts are omitted >
If a UE would transmit the following channels, including repetitions if any, that would overlap in time
-	a first PUCCH of larger priority index with SR and a second PUCCH or PUSCH of smaller priority index, or 
-	a configured grant PUSCH of larger priority index and a PUCCH of smaller priority index, or
-	a first PUCCH of larger priority index with HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s) and a second PUCCH of smaller priority index with HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s), or a second PUCCH of smaller priority index with SR and/or CSI, or a configured grant PUSCH with smaller priority index, or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH, or
 -	a PUSCH of larger priority index with SP-CSI reports(s) without a corresponding PDCCH and a PUCCH of smaller priority index with SR, or CSI, or HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s), or
-	a configured grant PUSCH of larger priority index and a configured grant PUSCH of smaller priority index or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH on a same serving cell
-	a PUSCH of larger priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH and a configured grant PUSCH of smaller priority index or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH on a same serving cell
the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index before the first symbol overlapping with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmission of larger priority index if the repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.
< Unchanged parts are omitted >




	Company
	View

	Moderator
	

	Qualcomm
	Given that the earlier agreement is open to interpretations, is it correct that for the cases captured above, a UE is allowed to cancel earlier than the first overlapping symbol? 

	Samsung
	Fine in principle.

Same comment as in Round 1, (s) in ‘SP-CSI reports(s)’ should be removed. ‘SP-CSI reports(s)’ in the 4th bullet is a typo and should also be fixed as well. It is better to align with the current spec where ‘CSI reports’ is used instead.

	Nokia/NSB
	Support

	CATT
	We are fine with the TP.
Regarding Qualcomm’s question, our understanding is yes.

	Ericsson
	Fine with the TP.

	vivo
	Our understanding of the previous agreement @110 is full cancellation but if follow CG-CG handling with different priorities, it allows partial cancellation with the timeline that is up to UE implementation. We are fine either way, “partial” or “full” cancellation. 



Issue #3: Clarify in TS 38.214 that overlapping resolution of 2 PUSCHs is for the same PHY priority 

The status from Round 1 is 
· 3 companies (Nokia, vivo, HW/HiSi) support Alt2 and the TP
· 1 company (Samsung), does not want to adopt a TP
· 1 company (CATT) suggested that a TP to exclude Case 2 can be adopted instead

Similar to Issue#1, adopting a TP would make it clarify 38.214. This would make the understanding of the spec less dependent on conclusions.

@ Samsung, given the majority view, I am wondering if it is acceptable for you to clarify adopt the TP:?
@ CATT: Even though you suggested a TP for case 2 could be adopted, are you fine with the current TP

Please indicate if there is still a concern on the following proposal:

Proposal: It is clarified that the priority rules in 38.214, section 5.2.5 are applied for physical channels with same priority index and the following TP is adopted.

	5.2.5 Priority rules for CSI reports
For two overlapping PUSCHs, the priority rules in this clause are applied for physical channels with same priority index according to clause 9 in [6, TS 38.213].

CSI reports are associated with a priority value  where

< Unchanged parts are omitted >





	Company
	View

	Moderator
	

	Samsung
	Similar view as for Issue#1, we don’t think this correction is essential and should be avoided in the late CR phase.

	Nokia/NSB
	Support. 

Same reply to Samsung as to Issue #1 (no issue for UE implementation by adding this)

	CATT
	It is related to Issue#1. With the TP, Case 1 has to be specified in TS38.213.

	Ericsson
	We are fine with the TP. 
Again it is preferable to have clearer specification text.

	vivo
	support



Round 3
It has been identified that Issue #1 and Issue #3 are related. It is better to treat them together. 

In this round the discussion is focused on finalizing the TP for Issue #2 and to reach a decision for Issue #1 and Issue #3.

Issue #2: Text Proposal to capture Case 3, 4, and 5 in TS 38.213

All companies are fine with the TP, except for Samsung that is fine in principle, but raised one comment about a typo.

Questions/comments from Round 2 are given below together moderator’s responses:
 
	Question/Comment
	Moderator

	Qualcomm: Is it correct that for the cases captured above, a UE is allowed to cancel earlier than the first overlapping symbol
	“Yes”. The cancellation is then according to behaviour as captured in the agreement from RAN1#101 (copied above in the discussion about Issue #2), which explicitly allows that.  

	Samsung: (s) in ‘SP-CSI reports(s)’ should be removed. ‘SP-CSI reports(s)’ in the 4th bullet is a typo and should also be fixed as well. 

It is better to align with the current spec where ‘CSI reports’ is used instead.
	I agree ‘SP-CSI reports(s)’ in the 4th bullet is a typo, and should be fixed.




I agree that we should use an aligned wording. I looked through the rest of the specification and found CSI report(s) is always used (with brackets around “s”). The only exemption is the typo in the 4th bullet that you pointed out. 

One example of other spec text is below:

“A UE does not expect to be scheduled to transmit a PUCCH or a PUSCH with smaller priority index that would overlap in time with a PUCCH of larger priority index with HARQ-ACK information only in response to a PDSCH reception without a corresponding PDCCH. A UE does not expect to be scheduled to transmit a PUCCH of smaller priority index that would overlap in time with a PUSCH of larger priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH”

To align with the rest of the spec, I therefore suggest to also use the terminology “SP-CSI report(s)” in the TP. I hope that this is acceptable for you. 



Given the feedback from Round 2, I hope that the following TP is agreeable, Please indicate if you have a strong concern on the suggested proposal below:

Updated Proposal: To capture the UE behaviour for Case 3, 4, and 5 in TS 38.213, adopt the following Text proposal:


	9     UE procedure for reporting control information 
< Unchanged parts are omitted >
If a UE would transmit the following channels, including repetitions if any, that would overlap in time
-	a first PUCCH of larger priority index with SR and a second PUCCH or PUSCH of smaller priority index, or 
-	a configured grant PUSCH of larger priority index and a PUCCH of smaller priority index, or
-	a first PUCCH of larger priority index with HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s) and a second PUCCH of smaller priority index with HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s), or a second PUCCH of smaller priority index with SR and/or CSI, or a configured grant PUSCH with smaller priority index, or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH, or
 -	a PUSCH of larger priority index with SP-CSI reports(s) without a corresponding PDCCH and a PUCCH of smaller priority index with SR, or CSI, or HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s), or
-	a configured grant PUSCH of larger priority index and a configured grant PUSCH of smaller priority index or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH on a same serving cell
-	a PUSCH of larger priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH and a configured grant PUSCH of smaller priority index or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH on a same serving cell
the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index before the first symbol overlapping with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmission of larger priority index if the repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.
< Unchanged parts are omitted >




	Company
	View

	Moderator
	The changes compared to the TP from Round 2 are that in the 4th bullet SP-CSI reports(s) is changed to SP-CSI report(s).

	Nokia/NSB
	Support the TP

	CATT
	Support

	HW/HiSi
	Support

	Samsung
	Although we prefer the wording ‘reports’ but can accept the TP to make progress.


	
	

	
	



Issue #1 and Issue #3 – combined handling
As it has been pointed out by at least CATT, issue #3 and issue#1 are related with each other. It could be good to take a common decision on them.
The views from Round 2 are summarized below.

	Company
	Issue #1 – specify Case 1 in 38.213
	Issue #3 – Clarify 38.214 with TP
	Comment

	
	Specify
	Not specify
	Specify
	Not specify
	

	HW/HiSi
	X
	
	X
	
	

	Samsung
	
	X
	
	X
	According to feedback from Round 2

	Nokia/NSB
	X
	
	X
	
	According to feedback from Round 2

	Ericsson
	X
	
	X
	
	According to feedback from Round 2

	vivo
	X
	
	X
	
	According to feedback from Round 2

	CATT
	[X]
	
	[X]
	
	According to feedback from Round 2

	Total
	4 ([5])
	1
	4 ([5])
	1
	



· 4 companies (HW/HiSi, Mokia/NSB, Ericssom, vivo) expressed that they support to specify Case 1 in 38.213 and clarify issue #3 with a TP in 38.214
· 1 company (CATT) is neutral, or would at least not oppose to specify both issues
· 1 company (Samsung) does not find it necessary to capture any of the 2 issues in the specification.

@CATT: Please let me know if I have understood your position correctly and correct me if needed.

The concern raised by Samsung is that at this late stage we should only do essential corrections and the spec is not broken. However, as Nokia pointed out, the UE implementation does not need to be changed due to this correction. Therefore, whether it is late or early into Rel-16 is not so important for this particular case. What is important, on the other hand, is that the spec becomes clearer to read with a clean division between 38.213 and 38.214. This will also avoid implementation problems due to misunderstanding in the future and makes the spec less dependent on conclusions from the Chairman’s notes.
Qualcomm raised further during Round 2 to also specify the conclusion we made last meeting for Case 2, this view was supported by Nokia. HW/HiSi would also support this, since the less dependent the spec is on conclusions, the better. However, given the situation as it is, from the moderator’s perspective, this would complicate the situation too much at this point.
Based on the discussion from Round 2, and with the above explanations, I would like to make one more attempt to see if we can reach consensus. The proposal is to specify both Case 1 in 38.213 (issue #1) and to adopt the TP for 38.214 (#Issue 3).
@ Samsung, your point is understood. Given the majority view and that it seems that Samsung is the only company that is objecting to a specification of Issue #1 and Issue #3, is it possible that you can reconsider your position for the sake of a clearer specification?
Companies may indicate if they have a concern with the proposal below:
Proposal: For intra-UE prioritization related to SP-CSI, 
· For issue#1, i.e. for Case 1, i.e. – overlap between HP PUSCH with DCI and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI, it has been agreed that the entire LP PUSCH is cancelled. Regarding potential spec impact for this behaviour, Alt 1 is adopted:
· Alt1: Capture explicitly the UE behaviour for the overlap between HP PUSCH with DCI and LP PUSCH with SP-CSI without DCI in the specification. A TP is needed. 
· For issue#3, it is clarified that the priority rules in 38.214, section 5.2.5 are applied for physical channels with same priority index and the following TP given below is adopted.

TP 38.314 (Issue #3)
	5.2.5 Priority rules for CSI reports
For two overlapping PUSCHs, the priority rules in this clause are applied for physical channels with same priority index according to clause 9 in [6, TS 38.213].

CSI reports are associated with a priority value  where

< Unchanged parts are omitted >


	Company
	View

	Moderator
	@ Samsung: Given the majority view and that it seems that Samsung it the only company that is objecting to a specification of Issue #1 and Issue #3, is it possible to reconsider your position for the sake of a clearer specification?

	Nokia/NSB
	We support to have both clarified. 
· We support the TP to 38.214 (issue #3) 
· Support to clarify issue #1 – maybe moderator could add here the related TP as well (will check and provide our input on that TP then in a second step still)

	CATT
	We are fine with the proposal and we are fine with the TP for 38.214.
We also prefer moderator can provide the TP for issue#1 for further check.

	HW/HiSi
	Support

	Mod
	According to the feedback from Nokia and CATT. A TP is provided for Case 1:

TP to capture Case 1 for companies to check:


Text Proposal for 38.213, Clause 9

9     UE procedure for reporting control information 
< Unchanged parts are omitted >

-	if the overlapping group includes the first PUSCH 
-	if processingType2Enabled of PUSCH-ServingCellConfig is set to enable for the serving cells with the first PUSCH and the second PUSCHs and if processingType2Enabled of PDSCH-ServingCellConfig is set to enable for all serving cells where the UE receives the PDSCHs corresponding to the second PUCCHs, is 5 for , 5.5 for  and 11 for 
-	else, is 10 for =0, 12 for , 23 for , and 36 for ;

If a PUSCH of larger priority index scheduled by a DCI format in a PDCCH reception overlaps in time with a PUSCH of lower priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH 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 the following channels, including repetitions if any, that would overlap in time
-	a first PUCCH of larger priority index with SR and a second PUCCH or PUSCH of smaller priority index, or 
< Unchanged parts are omitted >



	Samsung
	We have a question on TS 38.214, the cases in 5.2.5 are not the only cases for PUSCH collision handling, do we have to clarify for each collision handling in 38.214 whether it is for a same priority of different priorities?

If the answer is NO, we don’t think the TP is needed.

[Moderator] Since this discussion thread is “intra-UE prioritization related to SP-CSI”, it would be better to keep it related to SP-CSI in my view. For SP-CSI it has been identified that collision handling appears in both 38.213 and 38.214. Therefore it is suggested with this proposal to clarify that overlap of the same PHY priority is handled in 38.214 and different PHY priorities are handled in 38.213. This avoids misunderstandings and makes the spec less at least for SP-CSI less dependent on conclusion.  If there are other places where a clarification would be needed, then I think this should be checked separately and should be subject to a different discussion. I hope that this can be acceptable to you.

	Moderator
	@Samsung: please check my in-line reply above.

	Nokia/NSB
	We support the TP by moderator on issue #1 (in addition to our support of the TP on issue#3 indicated above already). 

On the discussions, we agree with the comments by the moderator, and prefer to clarify this in the specifications (for issue #1 / #3) 


	Samsung
	Thanks to FL for the clarification. We prefer a unified rule for all the UL collision handling in 38.214. We should avoid different solutions for different cases. It is better for us to first align our understanding for the above question before specifying the SP-CSI related cases in 38.214. The other cases should also be considered. For now, we are not convinced on the spec change for this issue.


	Moderator
	@Samsung: Thanks for your feedback. Can you please give an example about the other cases you have in mind?


	Samsung
	@Moderator Some cases are copied below. We have a follow up question regarding the TP for 38.214. If the TP is adopted, does it imply that the other cases in TS 38.214 can apply to same or different priority? Or the other cases need to be discussed separately?

	A UE is not expected to be scheduled by a PDCCH ending in symbol  to transmit a PUSCH on a given serving cell overlapping in time with a transmission occasion, where the UE is allowed to transmit a PUSCH with configured grant according to [10, TS38.321], starting in a symbol  on the same serving cell if the end of symbol  is not at least  symbols before the beginning of symbol . The value  in symbols is determined according to the UE processing capability defined in Clause 6.4, and and the symbol duration are based on the minimum of the subcarrier spacing corresponding to the PUSCH with configured grant and the subcarrier spacing of the PDCCH scheduling the PUSCH.

A UE is not expected to be scheduled by a PDCCH ending in symbol  to transmit a PUSCH on a given serving cell for a given HARQ process, if there is a transmission occasion where the UE is allowed to transmit a PUSCH with configured grant according to [10, TS38.321] with the same HARQ process on the same serving cell starting in a symbol  after symbol , and if the gap between the end of PDCCH and the beginning of symbol  is less than  symbols. The value  in symbols is determined according to the UE processing capability defined in Clause 6.4, and and the symbol duration are based on the minimum of the subcarrier spacing corresponding to the PUSCH with configured grant and the subcarrier spacing of the PDCCH scheduling the PUSCH.









Outcome
The following TP has been agreed for Rel-16 TS 38.213 for issue #2 to capture cases 3, 4 and 5. No consensus was reached on issues #1 and #3.

The CRs for the TP for Rel-16 is in R1-2210713 and its mirror CR for Rel-17 is in R1-2210714.

The TP for issue #2, to capture case 3, 4 and 5 in TS 38.213.
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< Unchanged parts are omitted >
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If a UE would transmit the following channels, including repetitions if any, that would overlap in time
-    a first PUCCH of larger priority index with SR and a second PUCCH or PUSCH of smaller priority index, or 
-    a configured grant PUSCH of larger priority index and a PUCCH of smaller priority index, or
-    a first PUCCH of larger priority index with HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s) and a second PUCCH of smaller priority index with HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s), or a second PUCCH of smaller priority index with SR and/or CSI, or a configured grant PUSCH with smaller priority index, or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH, or
-   a PUSCH of larger priority index with SP-CSI reports(s) without a corresponding PDCCH and a PUCCH of smaller priority index with SR, or CSI, or HARQ-ACK information only in response to PDSCH(s) reception without corresponding PDCCH(s), or
-    a configured grant PUSCH of larger priority index and a configured grant PUSCH of smaller priority index or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH on a same serving cell

-    a PUSCH of larger priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH and a configured grant PUSCH of smaller priority index or a PUSCH of smaller priority index with SP-CSI report(s) without a corresponding PDCCH on a same serving cell

the UE is expected to cancel a repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index before the first symbol overlapping with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmission of larger priority index if the repetition of the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index overlaps in time with the PUCCH/PUSCH transmissions of larger priority index.
< Unchanged parts are omitted >
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