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The following has been agreed by the first phase email discussion.
Agreements:
· If MsgA PRACH transmission is cancelled, the UE shall also cancel the MsgA PUSCH transmission associated with the PRACH.
· Further check whether the partial PRACH transmission is allowed and the potential impact;
· Continue the discussion in this meeting based on the TP#1b in the appendix with potential updates 
TP till 4/29
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TS 38.213, Section 8.1A
Text proposal
It has been concluded to use TP#1b in [1] as the starting point for the second phase discussion. And from the commented receiver in the first phase, the majority view was that we do not need to list all the conditions that causes the cancellation of MsgA PRACH transmissions.
We take the simplified TP proposed by Ericsson which is supported by multiple companies, with some editorial refinement as follows.
It has been confirmed that partial transmission of PRACH preamble is allowed by the current spec. And there are some discussion on whether or not the UE cancel the PUSCH transmission if the associated PRACH preamble is partially transmitted, but we could not converge in this meeting.
Proposal 1: 
· Adopt the following TP to capture the UE behavior if MsgA PRACH transmission is canceled.
· FFS the UE behavior if PRACH preamble is partially transmitted
-----------------------------Text proposal starts for TS 38.213, Section 8.1A --------------------------
8.1A	PUSCH for Type-2 random access procedure
<Unchanged text omitted>
A UE does not transmit a PUSCH in a PUSCH occasion if the PUSCH occasion associated with a DMRS resource is not mapped to a preamble of valid PRACH occasions or if the associated PRACH preamble is not transmitted as described in Clause 7.5 or Clause 11.1. A UE can transmit a PRACH preamble in a valid PRACH occasion if the PRACH preamble is not mapped to a valid PUSCH occasion. 
<Unchanged text omitted>
---------------------------- Text proposal ends for TS 38.213, Section 8.1A ----------------------------

Any comments? 
	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	Although we prefer to align with 7.4 wording it’s better to have the “due to …” part, functionally, the proposed TP could work as well. so we can be fine to having it.

	Ericsson
	Agree.

	CATT
	We are fine with current proposed TP.

	Apple
	The TP is OK for us.

	NTT DOCOMO
	We are fine with the TP.

	Spreadtrum
	We are fine with the current proposed TP.

	OPPO
	1) We don’t have to say “due to…..”, because there is sufficient description in the relevant sessions.
But we need to give the cross-reference to the relevant sessions, which is necessary for the readers of the specification to understand the cases where PRACH is not transmitted.
Otherwise, the readers may have to repeat what we are doing now, trying to search all the specifications to find when the UE will not transmit the PRACH.  I think it is challenging for the readers, don’t forget that we have just reached the agreements now after so many discussion meetings. 
So, it is necessary to make the specification clear. 
We Propose the following trying to make the specification clear and concise:
===================== Section 8.1A of 38.213 ==================
8.1A PUSCH for Type-2 random access procedure
<Unchanged text omitted>
A UE does not transmit a PUSCH in a PUSCH occasion if the PUSCH occasion associated with a DMRS resource is not mapped to a preamble of valid PRACH occasions. A UE can transmit a PRACH preamble in a valid PRACH occasion if the PRACH preamble is not mapped to a valid PUSCH occasion. 
If a UE does not transmit a msgA PRACH as described in Clause 7.5, Clause 8.1 or Clause 11.1, the UE does not transmit the corresponding msgA PUSCH.
<Unchanged text omitted>
============ End ================

2) For the issue whether the partial PRACH transmission, I have consulted the Feature leader who is responsible for Rel-15 SFI. He told me that the partial Uplink transmission including PRACH transmission is allowed.
The reason is as follows:
UE ideally should cancel the entire high layer configured UL transmission if the transmission collides with dynamically scheduled DL or SFI DL or flexible.
However, it takes time for UE to cancel the UL transmission for example due to UE internal communication delay between different parts and processing delay. “does not expect to cancel the transmission in symbols” means that the UE is not mandatorily required to cancel UL in the symbols due to the processing delay. Then UE will cancel the remaining symbols after the delay as mentioned in “the UE cancels the PUCCH, or PUSCH, or PRACH transmission in remaining symbols from the set of symbols”.

In the following is a Figure I draw to illustrate on of the cases. After the UE receive the DCI, the UE does not expect to cancel uplink transmission until time t which is delayed a time Tproc,2 from when the DCI is received.   After t, the remaining uplink transmission shall be cancelled.


   

 

	Intel
	The proposals from either FL or OPPO are fine with us. For OPPO’s proposal, we are not sure whether Clause 8.1 is needed in the text as Section 8.1 does not describe that a UE does not transmit a msgA PRACH. 
So we suggest to modify this as 
If a UE does not transmit a msgA PRACH as described in Clause 7.5, Clause 8.1 or Clause 11.1, the UE does not transmit the corresponding msgA PUSCH.


	vivo
	We prefer separating the descriptions for the UE behavior of not transmitting msgA PUSCH due to not associated with PRACH and the UE behavior of not transmitting msgA PUSCH due to colliding with slot format, because the latter is not related to the mapping. Meanwhile, we do share the same view as OPPO that a PRACH transmission may be cancelled partially because of the timeline. In this sense, it would be clearer for the TP to refer to Clause 11.1, as OPPO’s suggested. 
OPPO’s proposal with updated by Intel is fine for us.

	Nokia
	We are fine with the current TP. Adding cross-reference to the potential reasons for not transmitting the PRACH preamble will add the further complexity of having to maintain a list of cross-references, which might also be incomplete. The story is quite simple: If PRACH preamble is not transmitted, do not transmit the MsgA PUSCH.

	Qualcomm
	We agree with the TP in general. Some suggestions for editorial changes:

A UE does not transmit a PUSCH in a PUSCH occasion, if the PUSCH occasion associated with a DMRS resource is not mapped to a preamble of in any valid PRACH occasions or if the associated PRACH preamble is not transmitted. A UE can transmit a PRACH preamble in a valid PRACH occasion even if the PRACH preamble is not mapped to any a valid PUSCH occasion. 
[Moderator] Thanks for the suggestion, it seems the editorial changes are made on the existing text in 38.213-g10 version, which is not related to the TP itself. Although I am fine with the suggestions, the original text seems not wrong. So if necessary, shall we discuss this separately in the next meeting?

	Moderator
	The TP is updated with the cross-reference added. Please double-check if there is anything else apart from 7.5 and 11.1.
Still it seems to be different views whether or not to transmit the PUSCH, if the PRACH is partially cancelled. If we cannot converge, maybe the best way is not to mention it, and we can revisit it in the next meeting.

	LG Electronics
	We are generally fine with the proposed TP with the cross-reference.
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Appendix
TP #1b in [1]
===================== Section 8.1A of 38.213 ==================
8.1A PUSCH for Type-2 random access procedure
<Unchanged text omitted>
A UE does not transmit a PUSCH in a PUSCH occasion if the PUSCH occasion associated with a DMRS resource is not mapped to a preamble of valid PRACH occasions. A UE can transmit a PRACH preamble in a valid PRACH occasion if the PRACH preamble is not mapped to a valid PUSCH occasion. 
If due to power allocation to PUSCH/PUCCH/PRACH/SRS transmissions as described in Clause 7.5, or due to power allocation in EN-DC or NE-DC or NR-DC operation, or due to slot format determination as described in Clause 11.1, or due to the PUSCH/PUCCH/PRACH/SRS transmission occasions are in the same slot or the gap is small as described in Clause 8.1, a UE does not transmit a msgA PRACH, then the UE does not transmit the corresponding msgA PUSCH if applicable.
<Unchanged text omitted>
============ End ================

Comments collected in the first phase discussions

	Company
	Comment

	Samsung 
	Opt2, adopt the TP#1b.
There are multiple cases these could cause the cancellation of msgA PRACH, better to capture in RACH agenda. Otherwise, we need to insert the text in a lot of places.

	Ericsson
	No need to mention the reasons why PRACH is not transmitted, simply saying  PUSCH is not transmitted if the PRACH is not transmitted in 8.1A of 38.213 is enough. 
Whether a MsgA PRACH preamble can be transmitted follows what Msg1 PRACH preamble follows.
So, we propose a revised TP #1b in section 6.2.
===================== Section 8.1A of 38.213 ==================
8.1A PUSCH for Type-2 random access procedure
<Unchanged text omitted>
A UE does not transmit a PUSCH in a PUSCH occasion if the PUSCH occasion associated with a DMRS resource is not mapped to a preamble of valid PRACH occasions or if the PRACH is not transmitted. A UE can transmit a PRACH preamble in a valid PRACH occasion if the PRACH preamble is not mapped to a valid PUSCH occasion.
<Unchanged text omitted>
============ End ================

And we’re also fine to remove “if the PUSCH occasion associated with a DMRS resource is not mapped to a preamble of valid PRACH occasions or” in above TP since PRACH cannot be transmitted in an invalid RO.

	Huawei, HiSi
	Agree with main bullet and slightly prefer Opt 2. However, the TP by Opt 2 can be further simplified as not need to mention “due to”. E.g. “if a UE does not transmit a msgA PRACH according to Clause 8.1 and Clause 11.1, the UE does not transmit the corresponding msgA PUSCH if applicable”.

	Vivo
	Agree with the proposal to capture the UE behavior.
We prefer option 2 to capture the behaviors in 38.213 section 8.1A without explicitly mentioning the reasons why PRACH is not transmitted, as Ericsson and Huawei commented. 

	OPPO
	We think option 1, which gives a clear description,   is preferred. If we adopt option 2, it would make complicated cross-reference in the specification, the reader need to carefully check all the cases in 11.1.
Furthermore, it cannot cover all the cases in 11.1 by just saying “a UE does not transmit a msgA PRACH, then the UE does not transmit the corresponding msgA PUSCH if applicable”. In some cases as in TP 1a, the UE may have already transmit parts of PRACH symbols, but cancel the remaining part of the PRACH signals. 
In addition, we propose to consider the case when PUSCH is cancelled due to slot format, what is UE’s behaviour for the associated PRACH.  Because for some cases in 11.1(as in TP 1a), the UE can predetermine whether PUSCH or PRACH could be transmitted due to the  slot format configuration known by the UE in advance. For these case, we proposed that “For type2 random access procedure,if the UE can not transmit msgA PUSCH due to the above restriction, the UE can transmit the associated PRACH, if applicable. ” The motivation here is to support PRACH only transmission as what we have supported for Preambles without associated PRUs after preamble-to-PRU mapping.

	CATT
	Prefer to Option 2 and proposed TP need be further simplified as suggested by  Ericsson, HW and VIVO 

	LG Electronics
	We slightly prefer option2. Also, further simplified sentence is needed.

	Spreadtrum
	We prefer option2. 
Further simplified sentence is needed.

	Nokia
	We think the best location for indicating the UE behavior for cancelled PRACH would be in section 8.1A. There is no need for mentioning the reasons for the cancellation of the PRACH transmission, and hence we are supportive of Ericsson’s simplified proposal (revised TP #1b). 

	Qualcomm
	We prefer option 2 of Proposal 1.

	Intel
	We prefer the proposal suggested by Ericsson. We do not need to mention the reason for cancellation of PRACH transmission. 

	Samsung2
	The reason why the “due to” part is added, because it is there for other section when editor describes the PRACH is not transmitted, as in last paragraph of section 7.4 in 38.213:
“If due to power allocation to PUSCH/PUCCH/PRACH/SRS transmissions as described in Clause 7.5, or due to power allocation in EN-DC or NE-DC or NR-DC operation, the UE does not transmit a PRACH in a transmission occasion, Layer 1 notifies higher layers to suspend the corresponding power ramping counter.” 
We simply reuse the same description logic existing in the spec. 

	Apple
	We prefer Option 2 of Proposal 1. The wording can be improved.

	NTT DOCOMO
	We prefer Option 2.
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