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1. Introduction

This paper summarizes the following email discussion in RAN1#102-e meeting:

[102-e-NR-L1enh-URLLC-UCI_Enh-01] PHY priority in special cases – Jia (OPPO)
-       Issue 4.2.1-4.2.4 in FL’s summary (For 4.2.1, not to repeat discussions from last meeting. Try to find a simple resolution quickly.)
-       Discussion/Agreement by 8/21, TPs by 8/28
2. Issue 4.2.1: PHY priority when both DCI format 0_1/1_1 and DCI format 0_2/1_2 are configured to be monitored per BWP
2.1. Discussion status
For this issue, the following alternatives were suggested by the RAN1 Vice Chairman. But no consensus was built.

	PHY priority when both DCI format 0_1/1_1 and DCI format 0_2/1_2 are configured to be monitored per BWP
If a UE is NOT capable of supporting dynamic switching of HARQ-ACK/PUSCH priority via both DCI format 0_1/1_1 and 0_2/1_2, and the UE is configured with DCI format 0_1 / 1_1 and 0_2/1_2, down-select from the belows:

· Alt-1 (based on Interpretation 1): The UE is expected to assume fixed priority by DCI format (i.e., low priority for DCI format 0_1/1_1, high priority for DCI format 0_2/1_2).

· Alt-1d (based on Interpretation 1): The UE is expected to assume a low priority for any DCI format from the DCI formats 0_1/1_1/0_2/1_2.

· Alt-2 (based on Interpretation 2): The UE is expected to assume low priority for DCI format 0_1/1_1, and to follow the indicated priority (low or high), if configured, in the scheduling DCI format for DCI format 0_2/1_2. 

· Note: If the indicated priority field is not configured in DCI format 0_2/1_2, follow the solution for "Default priority".

 

Company comments to be noted in session notes:

         Samsung and Qualcomm believe that Alt-1 is based on RAN1 agreements in RAN1#99

    o    Companies objecting to Alt-1: Intel, Nokia, MTK, ZTE

         Intel, Nokia, MTK, and ZTE believe that Alt-2 is based on RAN1 agreements in RAN1#99

    o    Companies objecting to Alt-2: Samsung, Qualcomm


To avoid repeating the discussion in last meeting, the FL suggested to consider the following proposal from Nokia. OPPO, Spreadtrum and DOCOMO are to some extent support the proposal.

Potential proposal:

A UE not indicating the support of [FG11-4b] and being configured for monitoring of DCI format 1_1 and 1_2 in a BWP is not expected to be configured with neither of PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat1_1 and PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat1_2 for that BWP of a serving cell. 
A UE not indicating the support of [FG12-1a] and being configured for monitoring of DCI format 0_1 and 0_2 in a BWP is not expected to be configured with neither of PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat0_1 and PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat0_2 for that BWP of a serving cell.
After the 1st-wave discussion, the FL’s suggestion is to agree on it as a conclusion without impacts to specification.
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	 Samsung
	No need for the proposal. It would be a NW misconfiguration (UE behavior undefined or UE would just ignore priority indicator bit). “UE does not expect …” statements for gNB misconfigurations should be generally avoided.

	 OPPO
	 The proposal is straightforward. If clarification is neccesary, we could achieve conclusion.But we do not expect any spec impact.

	 DOCOMO
	Agree with the proposal. We are also fine to make conclusion (i.e. no agreement) for this proposal as the default priority is discussed in Issue 4.2.2. 

	 CATT
	No need for the proposal. It should be clear from the definition of the respective FG.

	 Panasonic
	We share the OPPO’s comment.

	 Spreadtrum
	 Agree with the proposal.

	CMCC
	No need for the proposal.

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the proposal. This is the opposite of the capabilities [FG11-4b, 12-1a]. But may not have specs impact (just an error case as pointed out by some companies), so maybe we could draw a RAN1 conclusion instead.

	 LG
	No need for the proposal.

	vivo
	No need for the proposal.

	MediaTek
	Agree with the proposal. It is fine to have it as RAN1 conclusion as well.

	ZTE 
	Not strongly object the proposal as UE not indicating the support of [FG11-4b],[FG12-1a] . We can accept that the priorityIndicatorForDCI-Format1_1 and priorityIndicatorForDCI-Format0_1 are not expected to be configured, but it better to configure priorityIndicatorForDCI-Format1_2 and priorityIndicatorForDCI-Format0_2 to schedule high priority traffic dynamically by DCI format 1_2/0_2, and we think a UE can do this even if the UE not indicationg the support of [FG11-4b] and [FG12-1a].

In addition, in order to push the discussion process, we can follow the main stream and take the potential proposal as our second choice. 

	 Sony
	Thought this was obvious but we are ok to make a formal agreement on it. 

	Responses to updated proposal

	Qualcomm
	Agree with the proposal. We are also fine to have it as a RAN1 conclusion.

	Ericsson
	We are fine with the proposed conclusion, We understand FL efforts to resolve this issue, in the sense that the proposed conclusion indicates that with incapability, there is no means for dynamic priority indication.

	Intel
	Although this is not ideal in our view, we would be fine with this conclusion in order to move on.

	NEC
	We are fine with the proposal to have a RAN1 conclusion.

	Apple
	We are fine with the proposed conclusion.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are fine with the proposal for progress.

	ITRI
	Support this proposal for progress


2.2. Proposals from the discussion

Potential Conclusion:
· A UE not indicating the support of [FG11-4b] and being configured for monitoring of DCI format 1_1 and 1_2 in a BWP is not expected to be configured with neither of PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat1_1 and PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat1_2 for that BWP of a serving cell. 
· A UE not indicating the support of [FG12-1a] and being configured for monitoring of DCI format 0_1 and 0_2 in a BWP is not expected to be configured with neither of PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat0_1 and PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat0_2 for that BWP of a serving cell.
· No specification impacts.
2.3. Agreements and conclusions
Conclusion

· A UE not indicating the support of [FG11-4b] and being configured for monitoring of DCI format 1_1 and 1_2 in a BWP is not expected to be configured with neither of PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat1_1 and PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat1_2 for that BWP of a serving cell. 
· A UE not indicating the support of [FG12-1a] and being configured for monitoring of DCI format 0_1 and 0_2 in a BWP is not expected to be configured with neither of PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat0_1 and PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat0_2 for that BWP of a serving cell.
· No specification impacts.
3. Issue 4.2.2: Default priority if priority field in DCI is not configured
3.1. Discussion status
Option 1:

· If DCI format 0_1 does not include a priority indicator field, DCI format 0_1 triggers transmissions of priority 0

· If DCI format 1_1 does not include a priority indicator field, DCI format 1_1 triggers receptions of priority 0

· If DCI format 0_2 does not include a priority indicator field

· if the UE is not configured USS for DCI format 0_1, DCI format 0_2 triggers transmissions of priority 0

·  if the UE is configured USS for DCI format 0_1, DCI format 0_2 triggers transmissions of priority 1

· If DCI format 1_2 does not include a priority indicator field

· if the UE is not configured USS for DCI format 1_1, DCI format 1_2 triggers receptions of priority 0

· if the UE is configured USS for DCI format 1_1, DCI format 1_2 triggers receptions of priority 1

· HW, Samsung, DOCOMO, Pana, Qualcomm
· Arguments:
· DCI format 0_2/1_2 can correspond to priority 0 if only DCI format0_2/1_2 is configured, the possible use case e.g. if only one HARQ-ACK codebook is configured, then with option 1 it is still possible to only configure DCI format 0_2/1_2 for the scheduling, while option 2 may not be possible since under option 2 it can only correspond to priority 1. Note that here we assume if only one HARQ-ACK codebook is configured, priority index 0 should be used. 

      Option 2:
· If DCI format 0_1/1_1 does not include a priority indicator field, priority of PUSCH/HARQ-ACK associated with DCI format 0_1/1_1 is low

· If DCI format 0_2/1_2 does not include a priority indicator field, priority of PUSCH/HARQ-ACK associated with DCI format 0_2/1_2 is high.

· CATT, OPPO, Samsung, DOCOMO, Spreadtrum, CMCC, LGE, Pana, QC, HW
       Option 3:
· If priority field in a DCI format is not configured, the corresponding transmissions or receptions are of low priority.

· ITRI, ZTE, Nokia, vivo, MTK, ZTE, Sony, E///, Moto/Lenovo, Intel
· Arguments:
· If new DCI format is introduced in future release, then we may need to discuss the priority of different DCI formats considering different combinations of DCI formats, which is not preferred.
The FL suggested to consider Option 2. But some companies object the option. After the 1st-wave discussion, the FL asked companies if they could live with Option 3.
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	 Samsung
	Support the proposal. Also support option 1 as it is technically superior. 

	 OPPO
	Support the proposal

	 DOCOMO
	Support the proposal. Also fine with Option 1 

	 CATT
	Support the proposal. 

	 Panasonic
	We have same view with Samsung and DOCOMO (support the Option 1 and Option 2).

	 Spreadtrum
	 Support the proposal. 

	CMCC
	Support the proposal.

	Nokia, NSB
	Do not support.
The current specs describes Option 3, and we do not see any need to define default priority other than low (as given in the current specs) for different DCI formats.

	 LG
	Support the proposal.

	vivo
	Do not support. If a UE is configured with both DCI 1_1 and 1_2 and none of them include priority indicator field, then DCI format is used to indicate HARQ-ACK priority. This is a new feature that we haven’t agreed before.

	MediaTek
	We don’t support.

We agree with Nokia, the current specs describes Option 3.

Also, Option-1 and Option-2 would be defining new UE behavior that requires introducing new UE feature.

	ZTE 
	Do not support the proposal. Our preference is option3 that the default priority is low. 

	 Sony
	Do not support.  Same view as Nokia.  This proposal fixes DCI format to priority which may have an impact on future Releases. 

	Responses to updated proposal

	 Qualcomm
	We support Option 2. Also fine with Option 1.  

Just to clarify, the “potential proposal” above is Option 3, whereas companies above that indicate “support the proposal” supports Option 2.

	 Ericsson
	 We are fine with Option 3 (Isn’t FL proposal Option 3?).

The reason is that it is consistent with lack of priority means low priority.

By the way, we are a bit confused by comments from Nokia. MTK,  since it seems to prefer Option 3, but not supporting FL proposal. Maybe some misunderstanding.

	Intel
	We support the updated FL proposal (Option 3) for the same reasons mentioned by Nokia, Sony, MTK, and Ericsson.

@Ericsson: the confusion is due to what Qualcomm pointed out – the proposal has been updated from Option 2 (in Jia’s original set of proposals) to Option 3 in an updated version, however, feedback in this table (up until Sony’s) is for the original version.   

	NEC
	We support the updated FL proposal(Option 3).

	
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We still feel that option 1 is the best among the three options. With option 1, it is possible to configure one HARQ-ACK codebook with only DCI format 0_2/1_2 based on the current specification. We are wondering what the use case for option 3 by configuring both DCI format 0_1/1_1 and DCI format 0_2/1_2 when only low priority service is supported.

	ITRI
	Support updated proposal (option 3)


3.2. Proposals from the discussion

Potential proposal (Option 3):
If priority field in a DCI format is not configured, the corresponding transmissions or receptions are of low priority.
3.3. Agreements and conclusions
Conclusion

Other than what is currently specified in TS38.213, there is no consensus on the default priority if priority field in DCI is not configured.

4.  Issue 4.2.3:  Priority for CG and SPS corresponding to a DCI format
4.1. Discussion status
CATT thinks, in order to maintain the consistency between RAN1 and RAN2, gNB should ensure the same priority determined by the activation DCI and the RRC configuration for semi-static transmission.
Potential proposal:

The priority indication in the activation DCI is not expected to be different from the priority configured for the SPS PDSCH configuration or the configured grant configuration to be activated.
After the 1st-wave discussion, the FL’s suggestion is not to take the proposal.
  
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	Samsung
	No need for the proposal. That would be another gNB misconfiguration - no way to capture every gNB misconfiguration and no need for that (quite the opposite) – basically, no reason to load the specs with “UE does not expect …” statements especially for gNB misconfigurations.

	OPPO
	 No need for the proposal. Current spec is clear, priority is determined by RRC configuration, whatever DCI indication. So it is not required to set restriction on DCI indication in spec.

	DOCOMO
	 No need for the proposal. Agree with the comments from Samsung and OPPO

	CATT
	For the first SPS PDSCH/PUSCH after activation, they are normally treated as a dynamically scheduled PDSCH/PUSCH in PHY layer. The intention of the proposal is to make sure that the priority indication in the DCI which may apply to the first SPS PDSCH/PUSCH after activation to be the same as the priority configured for the SPS PDSCH/CG PUSCH. At least the spec is not clear to us.

	Panasonic
	No need for the proposal. We agree with the Samsung and OPPO’s comments. 

	Spreadtrum
	No need for the proposal. We agree with OPPO’s comments. 

	CMCC
	No need for the proposal. We agree with the Samsung and OPPO’s comments. 

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the intention, but as pointed out by Samsung & OPPO this is just a miss-configuration.

	LG
	Whether it is necessary would depend on the clarification whether the first PDSCH/PUSCH scheduled by the activation DCI is considered as SPS PDSCH or CG PUSCH.

	vivo
	No need for the proposal.The issue of CG PUSCH and SPS PDSCH HARQ-ACK priority was discussed in eCG email discussion @RAN1#100 e-meeting. and it was captured in 213 section 9 as following

A PUSCH or a PUCCH transmission, including repetitions if any, can be of priority index 0 or of priority index 1. For a configured grant PUSCH transmission, a UE determines a priority index from priority, if provided. For a PUCCH transmission with HARQ-ACK information corresponding to a SPS PDSCH reception or a SPS PDSCH release, a UE determines a priority index fromharq-CodebookID, if provided. If a priority index is not provided to a UE for a PUSCH or a PUCCH transmission, the priority index is 0.

It should be a common understanding that the first PUSCH or PDSCH after activation is included in the above “configured grant PUSCH transmission” or “SPS PDSCH reception”.

In addition, from the current spec, it is possible to activate a high priority CG or SPS with fallback DCI, but it’s not possible if the proposal is adopted.

 

	MediaTek
	For activation, the specs (and RAN1 agreements) are clear that the priority is determined by RRC configuration. So, we don’t see a need for the proposal in this aspect.

 

For retransmission of a CG/SPS, we are not sure if the intention is to prevent the gNB from changing the priority of the transmission (compared to the configured one). In our view, the gNB should be allowed to do so.

	ZTE 
	 Slghtly agree CATT's view that spec could be more clear.

	Responses to updated proposal

	 Qualcomm
	Agree with the intention of the proposal. We are fine to have it has a RAN1 conclusion.

	 Ericsson
	 We totally support Samsung view. There is no need for specifying mis-configuration. If gNB prefers to schedule this way, doesn’t have to use the first PUSCH after activation. It can use a separate DCI for scheduling that PUSCH which has a priority different from CG.

	Intel
	Agree with updated FL proposal and comments above that there is no need to specify against this case of misconfiguration.

	NEC
	Agree with the updated FL proposal. 

	Apple
	We also agree there is no need to additionally specify anything.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree with the updated FL proposal. 

	ITRI
	Agree with the updated FL proposal.


To resolve the companies’ concerns, CATT further elaborate their observation as bellows. Companies input their understandings.
************************************************************************** 
Our intention of the proposal was to clarify the priority determination for the first SPS PDSCH/PUSCH after SPS/CG activation considering that the first SPS PDSCH/PUSCH after activation is normally considered as dynamic PDSCH/PUSCH in physical layer.
 
We have the following descriptions on priority determination in clause 9 in TS38.213.
A PUSCH or a PUCCH transmission, including repetitions if any, can be of priority index 0 or of priority index 1. For a configured grant PUSCH transmission, a UE determines a priority index from priority, if provided. For a PUCCH transmission with HARQ-ACK information corresponding to a SPS PDSCH reception or a SPS PDSCH release, a UE determines a priority index from harq-CodebookID, if provided. If a priority index is not provided to a UE for a PUSCH or a PUCCH transmission, the priority index is 0.

 
Depending on the understanding whether the first PUSCH/SPS PDSCH after activation is a SPS PDSCH/configured grant PUSCH or not, there can be different understandings on the priority determination of the PUSCH/HARQ-ACK for the first SPS PDSCH after activation as listed below.
For a PUSCH/PDSCH scheduled by activation DCI  format with CRC scrambled by CS-RNTI with NDI=0,
n  Understanding 1: The priority of the PUSCH/HARQ-ACK for the PDSCH is determined by the priority configured for the SPS PDSCH configuration or the configured grant configuration to be activated. The priority determined by the activation DCI is ignored by the UE.
n  Understanding 2: The priority of the PUSCH/HARQ-ACK for the PDSCH is determined by the activation DCI.
²  Understanding 2-1: The priority determined by the activation DCI is not expected to be different from the priority configured for the SPS PDSCH configuration or the configured grant configuration to be activated.
²  Understanding 2-2: The priority determined by the activation DCI can be different from the priority configured for the SPS PDSCH configuration or the configured grant configuration to be activated.
************************************************************************** 
 

	Company
	Comments

	vivo
	Understanding 1

	ZTE 
	Understanding 2-2.

Take the activation DCI corresponding to the first SPS PDSCH as example, the actication DCI contain the fileds such as PRI, K1, DAI, etc, which is no different from dynamic scheduling. Further, Due to the first PDSCH is dynamically scheduled, its priority can be different from the remain SPS PDSCH which determine the priority by the priority configured.

	 OPPO
	 Understanding 1

	 CATT
	Understanding 2-1

	 Apple
	Understanding 1 

	 
	 

	 
	 


  
4.2. Agreements and conclusions
Agreement
For a PUSCH/PDSCH scheduled by activation DCI format with CRC scrambled by CS-RNTI with NDI=0,
· The priority of the PUSCH/HARQ-ACK for the PDSCH is determined by the priority configured for the SPS PDSCH configuration or the configured grant configuration to be activated. The priority determined by the activation DCI is ignored by the UE.
5.  Issue 4.2.4:  PHY Priority for SP-CSI on PUSCH
5.1. Discussion status
OPPO thinks, in current specification, how to determine the priority of a PUSCH for SP CSI transmission without corresponding PDCCH is not described. 
Potential proposal:

The priority of a PUSCH for SP CSI transmission without corresponding PDCCH should be clarified in TS38.213.
	---------------------------------------- Start of TP 38.213 V16.2.0 section 9-----------------------------------
9             UE procedure for reporting control information

<Unchanged parts are omitted>
A PUSCH or a PUCCH transmission, including repetitions if any, can be of priority index 0 or of priority index 1. For a configured grant PUSCH transmission, a UE determines a priority index from priority, if provided. For a PUCCH transmission with HARQ-ACK information corresponding to a SPS PDSCH reception or a SPS PDSCH release, a UE determines a priority index from harq-CodebookID, if provided. For a PUSCH transmission with semi-persistent CSI reporting, a UE determines a priority index from a priority indicator field, if provided, in a DCI format 0_1 or DCI format 0_2 which activates the semi-persistent CSI reporting. If a priority index is not provided to a UE for a PUSCH or a PUCCH transmission, the priority index is 0.
If in an active DL BWP a UE monitors PDCCH either for detection of DCI format 0_1 and DCI format 1_1 or for detection of DCI format 0_2 and DCI format 1_2, a priority index can be provided by a priority indicator field. If a UE indicates a capability to monitor, in an active DL BWP, PDCCH for detection of DCI format 0_1 and DCI format 1_1 and for detection of DCI format 0_2 and DCI format 1_2, a DCI format 0_1 or a DCI format 0_2 can schedule a PUSCH transmission of any priority and a DCI format 1_1 or a DCI format 1_2 can schedule a PDSCH reception and trigger a PUCCH transmission with corresponding HARQ-ACK information of any priority. When a UE determines overlapping for PUCCH and/or PUSCH transmissions of different priority indexes, the UE first resolves the overlapping for PUCCH and/or PUSCH transmissions of a same priority index. Then, if the UE determines to transmit
---------------------------------------- End of TP 38.213 V16.2.0 section 9-----------------------------------


	Company
	Comments

	
	

	 Samsung
	Support the proposal.

	 OPPO
	Support the proposal.

	 DOCOMO
	Support the proposal 

	 CATT
	Support the proposal

	 Panasonic
	Support the proposal. 

	 Spreadtrum
	 Support the proposal.

	 CMCC
	 Support the proposal.

	Nokia, NSB
	Support

	 LG
	No need for the proposal. Priority of SP-CSI could be determined by using RRC parameter as for CG PUSCH since the transmission is semi-persistent, then the SP-CSI is treated as low priority since there is no RRC parameter to configure the priority of SP-CSI.

	vivo
	Support the proposal.

	MediaTek
	Support.

	ZTE 
	Support the proposal

	 Sony
	Support.  May want to tidy up the editorial (i.e. add some spaces) of the proposed text, i.e.:

	Responses to updated proposal

	Qualcomm
	Support the proposal.

	Ericsson
	Not sure about the proposal. Also See LG comment.

Question to the group: Isn’t it in general  text is missing to determine priority of PUSCH? What is the reason to mention activated SP-CSI? Isn’t enough to clarify the priority indicator corresponds to PUSCH, not the activated SP-CSI?  

	Intel
	We tend to agree with LG that the change is not essential, especially in light of how priority for CG PUSCH is determined.

@Ericsson: In our reading, the general case of PUSCH is covered in the first sentence of the following paragraph in the specs: “If in an active DL BWP a UE monitors PDCCH either for detection of DCI format 0_1 and DCI format 1_1 or for detection of DCI format 0_2 and DCI format 1_2, a priority index can be provided by a priority indicator field. If a UE indicates a capability to monitor, in an active DL BWP, PDCCH for detection of DCI format 0_1 and DCI format 1_1 and for detection of DCI format 0_2 and DCI format 1_2, a DCI format 0_1 or a DCI format 0_2 can schedule a PUSCH transmission of any priority and a DCI format 1_1 or a DCI format 1_2 can schedule a PDSCH reception and trigger a PUCCH transmission with corresponding HARQ-ACK information of any priority.”

	OPPO
	@LG,Ericsson,Intel

Priority determination for SP-CSI has been discussed and agreed in RAN1 98bis, as shown in the following:
Agreements:
For handling intra-UE collision in R16,

· P/SP-CSI on PUCCH is treated with low priority.

· The priority of a SP-CSI on PUSCH depends on the 2-level PHY priority of the PUSCH conveying the SP-CSI.
· The priority of a A-CSI depends on the 2-level PHY priority of the PUSCH (w/ or w/o UL-SCH) conveying the A-CSI.

According to agreement, priority of SP-CSI on PUSCH depends on priority of PUSCH. PUSCH with SP-CSI is scheduled by UL grant directly, which is different from type 1 and type 2 CG PUSCH. So it can not reuse priority determination mechanism for CG. And priority determination mechanism for SP-CSI on PUSCH reuses priority determination mechanism for dynamic PUSCH, in other words, all SP-CSI on PUSCH is determined by activating UL grant . PUSCH with SP-CSI is semi-persistent but description of priority determinatin for dynamic PUSCH in spec can cover first PUSCH with SP-CSI activated by UL grant only. The priority determination of subsequent PUSCHs is not clear. So to clarify all SP-CSI on PUSCH, including first PUSCH activated by UL grant and subsequent PUSCHs,  are determined by actiating UL grant. We propose this TP.
@Ericsson
Priority determination of PUSCH is covered in the first sentence of the following paragraph in spec, pointed out  by Intel. However, description of priority determinatin for dynamic PUSCH in spec can cover first PUSCH with SP-CSI activated by UL grant only. The priority determination of subsequent PUSCHs is not clear. So to clarify all SP-CSI on PUSCH are determined by actiating UL grant. We think specific description of priority determination for SP-CSI is necessary.

	NEC
	Support the proposal. We agree with OPPO that the spec will be more clear with this proposal.

	Intel (round 2)
	Fine with the proposal based on clarifications from OPPO.

	Apple
	Support the proposal.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are fine with the proposal.

	ITRI
	We are fine with this proposal.

	Ericsson
	Thanks OPPO and Intel for clarifications 😊

We agree with the proposal.

	LGE+OPPO
	The agreement brought by Jing is saying that A/SP-CSI follows 2-level PHY priority of the PUSCH carrying A/SP-CSI. Thus, the issue is what determines the priority of PUSCH carrying A/SP-CSI, is it correct? I don’t know what we can/cannot. We are actually defining that, aren’t we?
[OPPO] We agree with you that A/SP-CSI follows 2-level PHY priority of the PUSCH carrying A/SP-CSI in agreement.
For SP-CSI, PUSCH with SP-CSI is activated by UL grant and RRC configuration for SP-CSI (CSI-ReportConfig )does not include priority information. So  SP-CSI can be determined by activating UL grant only. If you want to support RRC configuration, similar as Type 2 configured grant. Firstly, we need to add a new RRC parameter on priority in CSI-ReportConfig. Secondly, if we support RRC configuration, why do we restrict priority configuration for PUSCH case and priority configuration for PUCCH case is not supported. The intention of agreement is to reuse PHY priority of PUSCH due to it has existed.
 
 
If the agreement said itself that PHY priority of A/SP-CSI is determined by priority indicator, how we determine a priority of A-CSI triggered by activation DCI of configured grant with OPPO’s view?? It follow PUSCH priority by RRC parameter or priority indicated by DCI?
[OPPO] SP-CSI and A-CSI is different story. For A-CSI, priority determination of A-CSI keeps the same as PUSCH. To be specific, if A-CSI in dynamic PUSCH, priority on A-CSI is determined by UL grant; if A-CSI in configured grant, priority on A-CSI is determined by RRC. We do not clarify A-CSI procedure, due to priority determination of dynamic PUSCH and configured grant can cover all cases for A-CSI.
Oppositely, We clarify SP-CSI procedure. Description of priority determinatin for dynamic PUSCH in spec can cover first PUSCH with SP-CSI activated by UL grant only. The priority determination of subsequent PUSCHs is not clear. So to clarify all SP-CSI on PUSCH, including first PUSCH activated by UL grant and subsequent PUSCHs,  are determined by actiating UL grant. TP is necessary.
 
 
 
 OPPO
 No need for the proposal. Current spec is clear, priority is determined by RRC configuration, whatever DCI indication. So it is not required to set restriction on DCI indication in spec.
 
@Jing:
From Jing:
According to agreement, priority of SP-CSI on PUSCH depends on priority of PUSCH. PUSCH with SP-CSI is scheduled by UL grant directly, which is different from type 1 and type 2 CG PUSCH. So it can not reuse priority determination mechanism for CG. And priority determination mechanism for SP-CSI on PUSCH reuses priority determination mechanism for dynamic PUSCH.
I think the yellow part are main reason on your proposal. Could you explain what make difference between type 2 and PUSCH with SP-CSI? What “directly” means?
[OPPO] There is a RRC parameter on priority in ConfiguredGrant-Config. But in CSI-ReportConfig, there is no RRC parameter on priority.
"Directly" maybe confused. We just want to say in SP-CSI procedure, almost configurations on PUSCH, including priority,are indicated by UL grant. But for configured grant, Some configurations
on PUSCH are configured by ConfiguredGrant-Config. So for configured grant, PUSCH is determined by both UL grant and ConfiguredGrant-Config.



 
5.2. Proposals from the discussion

Potential proposal:
Adopt the following text proposal in TS38.213.
	---------------------------------------- Start of TP 38.213 V16.2.0 section 9-----------------------------------
9             UE procedure for reporting control information

<Unchanged parts are omitted>
A PUSCH or a PUCCH transmission, including repetitions if any, can be of priority index 0 or of priority index 1. For a configured grant PUSCH transmission, a UE determines a priority index from priority, if provided. For a PUCCH transmission with HARQ-ACK information corresponding to a SPS PDSCH reception or a SPS PDSCH release, a UE determines a priority index from harq-CodebookID, if provided. For a PUSCH transmission with semi-persistent CSI reporting, a UE determines a priority index from a priority indicator field, if provided, in a DCI format 0_1 or DCI format 0_2 which activates the semi-persistent CSI reporting. If a priority index is not provided to a UE for a PUSCH or a PUCCH transmission, the priority index is 0.
If in an active DL BWP a UE monitors PDCCH either for detection of DCI format 0_1 and DCI format 1_1 or for detection of DCI format 0_2 and DCI format 1_2, a priority index can be provided by a priority indicator field. If a UE indicates a capability to monitor, in an active DL BWP, PDCCH for detection of DCI format 0_1 and DCI format 1_1 and for detection of DCI format 0_2 and DCI format 1_2, a DCI format 0_1 or a DCI format 0_2 can schedule a PUSCH transmission of any priority and a DCI format 1_1 or a DCI format 1_2 can schedule a PDSCH reception and trigger a PUCCH transmission with corresponding HARQ-ACK information of any priority. When a UE determines overlapping for PUCCH and/or PUSCH transmissions of different priority indexes, the UE first resolves the overlapping for PUCCH and/or PUSCH transmissions of a same priority index. Then, if the UE determines to transmit
---------------------------------------- End of TP 38.213 V16.2.0 section 9-----------------------------------


5.3. Agreements and conclusions
Agreement
The following text proposal in R1-200XXXX is endorsed for the editor’s CR on TS38.213.
	---------------------------------------- Start of TP 38.213 V16.2.0 section 9-----------------------------------
9        UE procedure for reporting control information
<Unchanged parts are omitted>
A PUSCH or a PUCCH transmission, including repetitions if any, can be of priority index 0 or of priority index 1. For a configured grant PUSCH transmission, a UE determines a priority index from priority, if provided. For a PUCCH transmission with HARQ-ACK information corresponding to aSPS PDSCH reception or a SPS PDSCH release, a UE determines a priority index fromharq-CodebookID, if provided. For a PUSCH transmission with semi-persistent CSI reporting, a UE determines a priority index from a priority indicator field, if provided, in a DCI format 0_1 or DCI format 0_2 which activates the semi-persistent CSI reporting. If a priority index is not provided to a UE for a PUSCH or a PUCCH transmission, the priority index is 0.
If in an active DL BWP a UE monitors PDCCH either for detection of DCI format 0_1 and DCI format 1_1 or for detection of DCI format 0_2 and DCI format 1_2, a priority index can be provided by a priority indicator field. If a UE indicates a capability to monitor, in an active DL BWP, PDCCH for detection of DCI format 0_1 and DCI format 1_1 and for detection of DCI format 0_2 and DCI format 1_2, a DCI format 0_1 or a DCI format 0_2 can schedule a PUSCH transmission of any priority and a DCI format 1_1 or a DCI format 1_2 can schedule a PDSCH reception and trigger a PUCCH transmission with corresponding HARQ-ACK information of any priority.When a UE determines overlapping for PUCCH and/or PUSCH transmissions of different priority indexes, the UE first resolves the overlapping for PUCCH and/or PUSCH transmissions of a same priority index. Then, if the UE determines to transmit
---------------------------------------- End of TP 38.213 V16.2.0 section 9-----------------------------------


 
Reason for changes:
Based on the agreements made in RAN1#98bis, the priority of CG PUSCH is determined by RRC indication and the priority of PUSCH with SP CSI reporting is determined based the priority indicator field in DCI format 0_1 or DCI format 0_2 which activates the semi-persistent CSI reporting.
Summary of changes:
Clarify that a UE determines a priority index from a priority indicator field, if provided, in a DCI format 0_1 or DCI format 0_2 which activates the semi-persistent CSI reporting.

Specs/sections impacted:

TS 38.213 Clause 9.
Consequences if not approved:

A UE may not be able to determine the priority of a PUSCH for SP CSI transmission without corresponding PDCCH is not described.
6. Agreements and conclusions

Conclusion

· A UE not indicating the support of [FG11-4b] and being configured for monitoring of DCI format 1_1 and 1_2 in a BWP is not expected to be configured with neither of PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat1_1 and PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat1_2 for that BWP of a serving cell. 
· A UE not indicating the support of [FG12-1a] and being configured for monitoring of DCI format 0_1 and 0_2 in a BWP is not expected to be configured with neither of PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat0_1 and PriorityIndicator-ForDCIFormat0_2 for that BWP of a serving cell.
· No specification impacts.
Conclusion

Other than what is currently specified in TS38.213, there is no consensus on the default priority if priority field in DCI is not configured.

Agreement
For a PUSCH/PDSCH scheduled by activation DCI format with CRC scrambled by CS-RNTI with NDI=0,
· The priority of the PUSCH/HARQ-ACK for the PDSCH is determined by the priority configured for the SPS PDSCH configuration or the configured grant configuration to be activated. The priority determined by the activation DCI is ignored by the UE.
Agreement
The following text proposal in R1-200XXXX is endorsed for the editor’s CR on TS38.213.
	---------------------------------------- Start of TP 38.213 V16.2.0 section 9-----------------------------------
9        UE procedure for reporting control information
<Unchanged parts are omitted>
A PUSCH or a PUCCH transmission, including repetitions if any, can be of priority index 0 or of priority index 1. For a configured grant PUSCH transmission, a UE determines a priority index from priority, if provided. For a PUCCH transmission with HARQ-ACK information corresponding to aSPS PDSCH reception or a SPS PDSCH release, a UE determines a priority index fromharq-CodebookID, if provided. For a PUSCH transmission with semi-persistent CSI reporting, a UE determines a priority index from a priority indicator field, if provided, in a DCI format 0_1 or DCI format 0_2 which activates the semi-persistent CSI reporting. If a priority index is not provided to a UE for a PUSCH or a PUCCH transmission, the priority index is 0.
If in an active DL BWP a UE monitors PDCCH either for detection of DCI format 0_1 and DCI format 1_1 or for detection of DCI format 0_2 and DCI format 1_2, a priority index can be provided by a priority indicator field. If a UE indicates a capability to monitor, in an active DL BWP, PDCCH for detection of DCI format 0_1 and DCI format 1_1 and for detection of DCI format 0_2 and DCI format 1_2, a DCI format 0_1 or a DCI format 0_2 can schedule a PUSCH transmission of any priority and a DCI format 1_1 or a DCI format 1_2 can schedule a PDSCH reception and trigger a PUCCH transmission with corresponding HARQ-ACK information of any priority.When a UE determines overlapping for PUCCH and/or PUSCH transmissions of different priority indexes, the UE first resolves the overlapping for PUCCH and/or PUSCH transmissions of a same priority index. Then, if the UE determines to transmit
---------------------------------------- End of TP 38.213 V16.2.0 section 9-----------------------------------


 
Reason for changes:
Based on the agreements made in RAN1#98bis, the priority of CG PUSCH is determined by RRC indication and the priority of PUSCH with SP CSI reporting is determined based the priority indicator field in DCI format 0_1 or DCI format 0_2 which activates the semi-persistent CSI reporting.
Summary of changes:
Clarify that a UE determines a priority index from a priority indicator field, if provided, in a DCI format 0_1 or DCI format 0_2 which activates the semi-persistent CSI reporting.

Specs/sections impacted:

TS 38.213 Clause 9.
Consequences if not approved:

A UE may not be able to determine the priority of a PUSCH for SP CSI transmission without corresponding PDCCH is not described.
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