[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]3GPP TSG RAN WG1 #104b-e						R1-2103947
e-Meeting, April 12th – 20th, 2021
______________________________________________________________________Agenda item: 7.2.4
Source: Moderator (LG Electronics)
Title: Feature lead summary for email discussion/approval [104b-e-NR-5G_V2X-04]
Document for: Discussion and decision

[104b-e-NR-5G_V2X-04] Email discussion/approval on issue PP-1: How SL HARQ-ACK report is piggybacked on PUSCH till 4/15, with potential CRs till 4/19 – Hanbyul (LGE)

1. 1st round discussion

Q1: Which PUSCH can be used to convey SL HARQ-ACK report?
· Option 1: PUSCH with priority index 0
· Option 2: PUSCH with priority index 1
· Option 3: PUSCH with any priority index
· Option 4: Others (Please specify it).

	Company
	Answer
	Comment

	LG
	Option 3
	When SL PUCCH is overlapping with PUSCH, SL HARQ-ACK on PUCCH could be simply piggybacked on the overlapping PUSCH regardless of priority index. There is no need to drop either SL PUCCH or PUSCH. 

	NTT DOCOMO
	Option 3
	Agree with LGE. For example, in SL PUCCH vs Uu PUCCH, SL PUCCH can be prioritized based on the priority. Dropping SL PUCCH based only on PUSCH priority index is not aligned with the direction.

	Vivo
	Option 3
	All the options have further specification change, but only minimum change is foreseen from vivo perspective, i.e., spec. to describe how to assign priority index to PUCCH with SL HARQ. For 1st option, the priority index of SL HARQ is always 0; for 2nd option, the priority index of SL is always 1. For 3rd option, the priority index of SL HARQ can be 0/1 based on SL priority.

We select option 3, because we prefer to reuse Uu principle to piggyback UCI on PUSCH, i.e., URLLC UCI is piggyback on URLLC PUSCH, EMBB UCI is piggyback on EMBB PUSCH.
· PUSCH with priority index 0 is used to convey SL HARQ, only when the priority value of SL PUCCH is smaller than sl-PriorityThreshold-UL-URLLC 
· PUSCH with priority index 1 is used to convey SL HARQ, only when the priority value of SL PUCCH is larger than sl-PriorityThreshold-UL-URLLC 


	Huawei, 
HiSilicon
	
	It should be noted there are two cases when PUSCH overlaps with PUCCH with SL HARQ:
· Case 1: PUSCH with UL-SCH only overlaps with SL PUCCH.
· Case 2: PUSCH with UCI overlaps with SL PUCCH.
For case 1, SL HARQ is multiplexed on the PUSCH anyway regardless of priority index.

However, for case 2, it is not allowed to multiplex UCI and SL HARQ in same PUSCH. In this case, if priority index or priority value is used for prioritization, gNB has no information which one is prioritized, SL HARQ or UCI, as a result make blind decoding for PUSCH by gNB. So case 2 should be avoided by gNB scheduling.


	Intel
	
	The direction described by vivo is preferred, but we think current formulation of Option 3 is not quite aligned with that. Current Option 3 may need to be updated “PUSCH with a priority as a function SL UCI priority”
The motivation is that multiplexing of UCI and PUSCH of different priorities is not specified in R16, and is being supported in R17 URLLC.

	Qualcomm
	
	Multiplexing of SL HARQ on a PUSCH (or a PUCCH) with Uu UCI isn’t supported as mentioned by Huawei per the conclusion from RAN1 #99:
Conclusion:
· No support of multiplexing of SL HARQ and Uu UCI on PUCCH or PUSCH in Rel-16
· Note: this reverts the agreements made during RAN1#98b email discussion
In the case of PUSCH without Uu UCI, we could go with Option 3, however our concern is the amount of changes needed to procedure and the uncertainty introduced at the gNB. There are now three different channels being considered for multiplexing/dropping: PUCCH with Uu UCI, PUCCH with SL HARQ, and PUSCH. Based on the priority of SL HARQ, one of many possibilities could occur:
· SL-HARQ is dropped, Uu UCI is multiplexed on PUSCH
· SL-HARQ is dropped, Uu UCI is not multiplexed on PUSCH.
· SL-HARQ is multiplexed on PUSCH, Uu UCI is dropped.
· SL-HARQ is not multiplexed on PUSCH, Uu UCI is dropped.
· Both SL-HARQ and Uu UCI are dropped.
· There are other cases if two or more PUSCHs overlap and prioritization among them is needed.
The gNB does not know the SL HARQ priority and would have to blind decode these possibilities. Deciding to always multiplex SL-HARQ on PUSCH regardless of priority is detrimental to URLLC PUSCH transmission and we’d like to avoid that.

Our preference is to leave multiplexing SL-HARQ on PUSCH unsupported at this stage.

	Ericsson
	
	It has to be noted that based on the agreements made in RAN1#99 there is no support of multiplexing of SL HARQ and Uu UCI on PUCCH or PUSCH in Rel-16. 
For other cases, in principle every PUSCH can be used regardless of the priority when reporting in PUCCH overlaps with a PUSCH transmission.

	Apple
	Option 1
	At the late stage of Rel-16 V2X, we prefer to minimize the specification impact. Based on the current specification, 
1. PUCCH with sidelink HARQ-ACK, without explicit indication in DCI 3_0 or sidelink configured grant, has the default priority index 0. 
2. Only PUCCH or PUSCH of the same priority index can be multiplexed, while the PUCCH or PUSCH of smaller priority index is dropped when overlapping in time with the PUCCH or PUSCH of larger priority index. 
Hence, PUCCH with sidelink HARQ-ACK is multiplexed with PUSCH of priority index 0 when overlapping, or PUCCH with sidelink HARQ-ACK is dropped when overlapping with PUSCH of priority index 1.

	OPPO
	Option 3
	To multiplex SL HARQ-ACK into PUSCH, no necessary to limit the priority of corresponding PUSCH. According to the blind detection of PUSCH commented by Huawei and Qualcomm, we think gNB’s scheduling can avoid it. If not, gNB should suffer the cost of blind detection. 

	Sharp
	Option 1
	Same view with Apple.

	ZTE, Sanechips
	Option 3 
	Similar view as LG

	
	
	

	
	
	




Q1-1: If the answer of Q1 is Option 1 or Option 2, what is the UE behaviour for the overlapping between SL PUCCH and PUSCH that cannot support SL HARQ-ACK reporting?
· Option 1: SL PUCCH is dropped
· Option 2: PUSCH is dropped
· Option 3: Either SL PUCCH or PUSCH is dropped depending on the prioritization rule between SL PUCCH and Uu PUCCH.
· Option 4: Others (Please specify it).


	Company
	Answer
	Comment

	Apple
	Option 1
	PUCCH with sidelink HARQ-ACK is multiplexed with PUSCH of priority index 0 when overlapping, or PUCCH with sidelink HARQ-ACK is dropped when overlapping with PUSCH of priority index 1.

	Sharp
	Option 1
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




Q1-2: If the answer of Q1 is Option 3, how SL HARQ-ACK report is piggybacked on PUSCH? 
· Option 1: UE resolve overlapping between SL PUCCH and PUSCH of priority index.
· Option 2: Priority index of PUSCH to transmit SL HARQ-ACK reporting is determined based on the priority value of the SL HARQ-ACK reporting. 
· Option 3: Others (Please specify it).

	Company
	Answer
	Comment

	LG
	Option 1
	Similar approach for resolving overlapping SL PUCCH and Uu PUCCH can be used. 
According to the specification, HARQ-ACK information already includes both DL HARQ-ACK information and SL HARQ-ACK information. In this case, the UE procedure for resolving overlapping PUCCH/PUSCH could be captured with small changes.
In our understanding, we may need to investigate whether or how to handle following cases:
- Overlapping between SL PUCCH and PUSCH (of priority index 0 or 1) after resolving overlapping between SL PUCCH and Uu PUCCH/PUSCH for each priority index
- Non-overlapping PUSCH with different priority index and with SL HARQ-ACK information. 

	NTT DOCOMO
	Comment
	Firstly, we would like to understand the intention of this question.
In our understanding, if option 3 in Q1 is taken, and if one or more PUSCH with only a single priority index is overlapped with a SL PUCCH, just Rel-15 mechanism can be reused for the multiplexing.
In this sense, we guess that the question is how to handle when multiple PUSCHs with different priority indexes are overlapped with a SL PUCCH. It seems this case should be discussed. For example, after SL PUCCH is multiplexed on PUSCH with priority index 0, it could be dropped due to prioritization with channel with priority index 1.
Note that, intra-UE multiplexing of Uu channel is performed by the following order:
1. multiplexing of smaller priority index (index 0, i.e. low priority)
2. prioritization between different priority indexes, if any
3. multiplexing of larger priority index (index 1, i.e. high priority)
4. redo step 2, if any

	vivo
	Option 2
	As commented to Q1, very simple change is sufficient 
· when the priority value of SL PUCCH is smaller than sl-PriorityThreshold-UL-URLLC, the priority index is 1; when the priority value of SL PUCCH is larger than sl-PriorityThreshold-UL-URLLC, the priority index is 0.
· The following existing rule is applied even when PUCCH contain SL HARQ
· When a UE determines overlapping for PUCCH and/or PUSCH transmissions of different priority indexes other than PUCCH transmissions with SL HARQ-ACK reports …


	Huawei, 
HiSilicon
	Option3
	As we explained in Q1, the case for SL HARQ can be piggybacked on PUSCH is the PUSCH contains UL-SCH only. When PUSCH with UL-SCH only overlaps with SL PUCCH, SL HARQ information is multiplexed on the PUSCH regardless of the priority index of PUSCH.

	Intel
	
	We assume that overlapping of different priorities should cause dropping, as per R16 URLLC. If the priorities are same, then multiplexing follows existing procedures.

	Qualcomm
	
	If Option 3 is used, then the decision on whether to multiplex SL-HARQ ACK on PUSCH should depend on the priority of PUSCH, SL HARQ, and the configured threshold. While this leads to blind decoding at the gNB, doing otherwise would degrade URLLC PUSCH any time there’s an overlapping SL HARQ-ACK. The gNB could choose to not schedule an overlap between SL PUCCH and PUSCH.

	Ericsson
	
	We would like to ask clarification about this question since if we use Option 3 in the previous question, we can simply reuse the procedures used in Rel-15 as per agreement.

	ZTE, Sanechips
	Option 1
	Similar view as LG

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




Q2: Which option do you support for the scheduling restriction relevant to SL PUCCH? For the scheduling restriction(s), do we need to have specification update? 

· Option 1: SL PUCCH does not overlap with PUSCH with aperiodic or semi-persistent CSI reports.
· Option 2: PUCCH does not overlap with PUSCH and Uu PUCCH simultaneously before resolving the overlapping between PUCCH/PUSCH(s). 
· Option 3: Other (Please specify it). 

	Company
	Answer
	Comment

	LG
	Option 1
	If Option 1 is supported, overlapping between SL PUCCH and PUSCH with Uu UCI could be simply solved without any spec changes. 
In case of BD problem at gNB side, it is up to implementation. To be specific, if gNB does not want to such BD operation, the gNB can control scheduling. Explicit restriction does not need to be captured in the spec. 

	NTT DOCOMO
	Option 1
	The restriction is only on PUSCH with A/SP-CSI, which would be not so large restriction. Note that current spec allows SL HARQ-ACK + Uu UCI multiplexed on PUSCH. Small spec update will be necessary.

	Vivo
	Option 1
	None

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 1 and option 2
	As we have explained in Q1, following option 1, blind decoding in gNB is avoided. Similarly, option 2 is also critical to prevent blind decoding for gNB.

It is agreed in RAN1#101-e, when PUCCH with SL HARQ reporting overlaps in time with one or more UL TX, the prioritization between PUCCHs is performed first, then followed by multiplexing/prioritization with PUSCH. If gNB configure SL PUCCH, Uu PUCCH and PUSCH simultaneously, the prioritization between Uu PUCCH and SL PUCCH is performed first, however, the output will be not aware for gNB because the prioritization is based on SL priority values which is unknown for gNB as well. If no such restrictions, gNB may blindly decode at most five cases, the details can be found in our contribution R1-2103391.

Therefore, both restrictions should be supported to avoid gNB blind decoding.

	Qualcomm
	
	If we correctly understand Option 2 as all three transmission should overlap, i.e. have at least one OFDM symbol in common across all three, then it isn’t enough to avoid the case of Uu UCI and SL HARQ being multiplexed on the same PUSCH. To cover that case, Option 2 would need to be generalized to:
SL PUCCH does not overlap with PUSCH that overlaps with a Uu PUCCH before resolving the overlapping between PUCCH/PUSCH(s).
This still wouldn’t include the cases described in Option 1, which are also not supported in the procedure.

As our first preference is to not support multiplexing of SL-HARQ on PUSCH at this point, we propose the following:
· The UE is not expected to be scheduled with an SL PUCCH that would be multiplexed on PUSCH. 

If Option 3 from Q1 is adopted, then the following restrictions are needed (Option 1 and the modified Option 2):
· SL PUCCH does not overlap with PUSCH with aperiodic or semi-persistent CSI reports.
· SL PUCCH does not overlap with PUSCH that overlaps with a Uu PUCCH before resolving the overlapping between PUCCH/PUSCH(s).

	Ericsson
	Option 3: Option 1 + Option 2
	In our view, it is possible that the gNB can avoid any related problems by scheduling appropriately. However, in order to avoid introducing any extra complexity to the gNB operation, e.g., blind decoding, we propose to add Option 1 and Option 2 as scheduling restrictions

	Apple
	Option 1 and Option 2
	

	OPPO
	Option 3
	No necessary to set the scheduling restriction. 
According to the agreement made in RAN1#101-e (cited by Huawei), we have defined the solutions how to handle the overlapping case with Uu UCI, SL UCI and PUSCH. The scheduling can be left to gNB’s implementation. If gNB schedules the overlapping SL UCI, Uu UCI, and PUSCH, it should experience the cost of blind detection. Otherwise, it should avoid such scheduling.   

	Sharp
	Option 1
	

	ZTE, Sanechips
	Option 1
	Similar view as LG

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Q3: Is there any other issue to discuss under the scope of this email thread?

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	





2. 2nd round discussion


Q1: Do you agree following proposal? 

Proposal 1: 
· RAN1 confirms the following:
· if PUCCH carrying SL HARQ-ACK information is overlapping with only a PUSCH of priority index 0 without Uu UCI that is not overlapping with any other UL channels, 
· the SL HARQ-ACK information can be mapped on the overlapping PUSCH.
· if PUCCH carrying SL HARQ-ACK information is overlapping with only a PUSCH of priority index 1 without Uu UCI that is not overlapping with any other UL channels, 
· the SL HARQ-ACK information can be mapped on the overlapping PUSCH.

	Company
	Answer
	Comment

	vivo
	No 
	Technically, we are not convinced by the proposal. The first bullet would scarify the performance of SL URLLC. The second bullet will scarify the performance of Uu URLLC, which break the principle of channel multiplexing based on priority index.
Maybe, the motivation of the proposal is to simplify the specification impact, however we do find any specification simplicity, you have to capture the proposal as dedicated case in section 9 and section 9.2.6.

	LG
	Yes
	SAI field is already present in both DCI format 0_1 and DCI format 0_2, and it will be used to indicate the existence of SL HARQ-ACK information on a PUSCH. 
Considering that Uu PUCCH or priority index 1 can be dropped by SL PUCCH depending on the SL priority value, it is not consistent to always drop SL PUCCH when it overlaps with Uu PUSCH of priority index 1. Simply, the SL HARQ-ACK information can be mapped on a PUSCH of priority index 1.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes, with clarification
	This proposal should be OK.
Multiplexing/dropping based on priorities (priority index and priority value) is not good way since gNB does not know priority value of the SL PUCCH, which lead to blind decoding.
One clarification is that PUCCH repetition case. In Uu, PUCCH repetition is not multiplexed on a PUSCH, as specified in section 9.2.6 of 213. I guess this principle is just reused.

	ZTE, Sanechips
	Yes
	

	Huawei, 
HiSilicon
	Agree in principle
	We support the direction that SL HARQ is multiplexed on the PUSCH without Uu UCI regardless of PUSCH priority, but the wording should be further modified. The word “can” in each dash subbullet seems to make the principle have another understanding that UE SL HARQ CANNOT be multiplexed either, so it should be modified as “the SL HARQ information is mapped on the overlapping PUSCH.

	Ericsson
	
	We support the first bullet. But we prefer not to support the second bullet in order to protect the URLLC traffic

	Qualcomm
	No
	We think it would be better to remove “RAN1 confirms…”. If this refers to a prior agreement, there’s no need to agree to it again. If this is a new proposal, then RAN1 is not confirming previous items.

Is the intention of the proposal that if SL PUCCH overlaps with two non-overlapping PUSCHs of different priorities that SL HARQ would be multiplex on both PUSCHs? If not, on which PUSCHs is the SL HARQ multiplexed in the following example? Other similar details need to be discussed and agreed as well.

SL PUCCH


PUSCH P0
PUSCH P1



It isn’t clear what “can” means here. Does it mean that there’s a threshold used to compare priorities to decide that multiplexing will occur? Or does it mean that multiplexing would occur regardless of priorities?

As we mentioned in our earlier reply, Option 3 (current proposal) would degrade UL URLLC performance if priorities aren’t considered. However, using SL HARQ priorities increases blind decoding at the gNB, which is also undesirable.

If the group insists on adding support for this feature to specifications despite all the challenges at this stage, then we think that a balanced approach between blind decoding at the gNB, protecting URLLC PUSCH, and specification impact is needed. The nearest solution on the table to this balance is to only multiplex SL HARQ on PUSCH with priority index 0 regardless of the SL HARQ priority.


	Apple
	No
	We are fine with the first bullet. The second bullet implies either low priority PUCCH with SL HARQ-ACK can be multiplexed on URLLC PUSCH (note low priority Uu UCI cannot be multiplexed on URLLC PUSCH), or network has to perform blind detection whether SL HARQ-ACK is multiplexed on URLLC PUSCH (since the priority level of SL HARQ-ACK is unknown to network). 

	CATT, GOHIGH
	No
	We have a concern on the second bullet, since it will impact the URLLC PUSCH performance. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	Considering Uu PUCCH with URLLC may be dropped by PUCCH carrying SL HARQ with priority<threshold, it’s to keep consistency by supporting multiplexing with PUSCH with priority index of both 0 and 1.

	
	
	

	
	
	




Q2: Do you agree following proposal? 

Proposal 2: 
· When a UE determines overlapping for PUCCH transmissions with SL HARQ-ACK reports and PUCCH and/or PUSCH of larger and/or smaller priority index, the UE resolves the overlapping for PUCCH transmissions with SL HARQ-ACK reports and PUCCH and/or PUSCH of each priority index as described in Clause 9.2.5 and 9.2.6.
· PUCCH transmission with SL HARQ-ACK reports does not overlap with PUSCH with aperiodic or semi-persistent CSI reports.
· For each priority index, PUCCH transmission with SL HARQ-ACK reports does not overlap with PUSCH and Uu PUCCH simultaneously before resolving the overlapping between PUCCH(s)/PUSCH(s).

	Company
	Answer
	Comment

	vivo
	No
	Comment 1
For the main bullet, we have different understanding based on current agreement.
Based on the 101e agreement cited by Huawei, when overlapping between PUCCH with SL HARQ, PUCCH with Uu UCI and PUSCH w/o UCI, the UE firstly resolves the overlapping between PUCCHs according to clause 9.2.5.0., then UE resolves overlapping between the surviving PUCCH and PUSCH.
 101e Agreements: 
· When PUCCH with SL HARQ overlaps with one or more UL TXs, the processing order of addressing UCI multiplexing is reused, i.e. the prioritization between PUCCHs is performed first, then followed by multiplexing/prioritization with PUSCH.
When UE resolves overlapping between the surviving PUCCH and PUSCH, the following behavior is applied
· If PUCCH with Uu UCI survive, Rel-15 multiplexing rule is used, the multiplexing procedure is described based on priority index.
· If PUCCH with SL HARQ survive, Rel-15 multiplexing rule is reused based on agreement made in 98b. So what we need to do is assigning priority index to PUCCH with SL HARQ.
98b email discussion agreements
· SL HARQ-ACK is reported in PUSCH when reporting in PUCCH overlaps with a PUSCH transmission. 
· The Rel-15 procedures and signaling for multiplexing DL HARQ-ACKs in PUSCH are reutilized.
Comment 2
We support the first sub-bullet.

If my understanding is not correct, please point it out. otherwise, I have to repeat the discussion.

	LG
	OK except for 2nd sub-bullet. 
	When we follow Rel-15 Uu multiplexing procedure and the principle that SL PUCCH is applied to both priority index for resolving overlapping PUCCHs, UE can resolve the overlapping between SL PUCCH and PUSCH together with other overlapping Uu PUCCHs. 

Regarding the 1st sub-bullet, the PUSCH with aperiodic or semi-persistent CSI reports will be prioritized to multiplex other Uu UCI on overlapping PUCCH. However, multiplexing Uu UCI and SL HARQ-ACK information on a PUSCH is supported. In this case, for simplicity, we can assume some restriction to bypass this complicated issues. 

Regarding the 2nd sub-bullet, these overlapping would not make additional UE behavior in the perspective of specification. Only concern is the BD complexity at gNB side. Depending on the gNB decision, this situation could be avoidable. For this, specification change would not be needed. 

Regarding the priority index of SL HARQ-ACK information, we need to avoid duplicated discussion on it. It requires new agreement, and this approach is not consistent with resolving overlapping between SL PUCCH and Uu PUCCH. 

	NTT DOCOMO
	Comment for main part
Yes for 1st bullet
No for 2nd bullet
	· On main bullet,
Let me ask the intention. The intention is, that if SL PUCCH is overlapped with PUSCH with priority index = 0 and PUSCH with priority index = 1, SL HARQ-ACK is multiplexed on both PUSCH, right? That is, with Uu mechanism,
Step 1: SL HARQ-ACK is multiplexed on PUSCH with priority index = 0
Step 2: Uu channel prioritization is performed, if any
Step 3: SL HARQ-ACK is multiplexed on PUSCH with priority index = 1
Step 4: Uu channel prioritization is performed, if any
Therefore, SL HARQ-ACK might be transmitted on both PUSCH if they are not overlapped. This is correct understanding?
· On first bullet,
We support this.
· On second bullet,
As commented by vivo, we already agreed that PUCCH prioritization is applied first, then multiplexing on PUSCH. The second bullet is not aligned with this agreement, so we think reverting should be avoided.
We understand gNB BD issue, but it is up to gNB. If not preferred, gNB can avoid the scheduling. No need to change spec. Note that we already have agreed this behavior; this is different from discussion on proposal 1.

	ZTE, Sanechips
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Ok in principle
	We are fine with the direction of the proposal, but for the second bullet, we are wondering whether the overlapping of Uu PUCCH and PUSCH are considered. In our understanding, SL PUCCH does not overlap with PUSCH and Uu PUSCH simultaneously, and the PUSCH and Uu PUCCH may have overlapping or not, both cases shown in the figure below are precluded.
[image: ]         [image: ]
        Case (a)                    Case(b) 

For the comment of DCM on the main bullet, a typical principle is to select one of PUSCH to multiplex SL HARQ, the Rel-15 principle can be reused regardless of the priority index of the PUSCH, why SL HARQ should be multiplexed on both PUSCHs?

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	
	Multiplexing of SL HARQ with Uu UCI isn’t supported as per the conclusion from RAN1 99:
Conclusion:
· No support of multiplexing of SL HARQ and Uu UCI on PUCCH or PUSCH in Rel-16
· Note: this reverts the agreements made during RAN1#98b email discussion

Given the above conclusion, we’d to like to clarify what “overlapping simultaneously” means in the second bullet. Is it that all share an OFDM symbol or is that the PUCCHs overlap with PUSCH pairwise? For example, in the case illustrated below, there’s no overlap between the PUCCHs. Which of Uu UCI or SL HARQ is multiplexed on PUSCH per the proposal? 
To avoid more complicated details at this stage, this should be an error care and the UE does not expect to be scheduled with two non-overlapping SL PUCCH and Uu PUCCH that overlap individually with the same PUSCH. 




SL PUCCH
Uu PUCCH
PUSCH






In the second bullet, what timeline is used for “before resolving the overlapping between PUCCH(s)/PUSCH(s)”?

Some clarification on “priority index” is needed in the proposal:
· How is the priority index of PUCCH with SL HARQ compared with the priority index of PUSCH?
· This also applies to other parts of the proposal: “larger and/or smaller priority index” and “each priority index”
· We have a similar question as Docomo on the second bullet, is SL HARQ assumed to belong to both sets of channels: the one with priority index 0 and the one with priority index 1? This doesn’t seem practical as each group follows its own multiplexing timeline.


	Apple
	No
	As mentioned by vivo and DCM, we agree that PUCCH prioritization (PUCCH with SL HARQ and PUCCH with Uu UCI) is applied first, then the surviving PUCCH is multiplexed on PUSCH if appropriate. 

	CATT, GOHIGH
	No
	Regarding the main bullet, clarification is necessary. In case that SL PUCCH/Uu PUCCH/Uu PUSCH happens simultaneous, do we want to define new prioritization procedure? 

	Samsung
	Yes except 2nd subbullet
	We are fine with the direction of main bullet and 1st sub-bullet. For the 2nd sub-bullet, we consider it can be solved by previous agreements and no specification change is needed.

	
	
	

	
	
	



3. 3rd round discussion
The following is proposed as the final proposal:

Proposal 1: 
1. After prioritization with other PUCCH transmissions, when PUCCH carrying SL HARQ-ACK information is prioritized and overlaps with a PUSCH of priority index 1, 
0. PUCCH carrying SL HARQ-ACK information is dropped if it overlaps with a PUSCH of priority index 1.
1. After prioritization with other PUCCH transmissions, when PUCCH carrying SL HARQ-ACK information is prioritized and overlaps with a PUSCH of priority index 0, 
1. the SL HARQ-ACK information is multiplexed on the overlapping PUSCH of priority index 0 following Clause 9.2.5 and 9.2.6 if the PUSCH does not contain Uu UCI.
0. The PUSCH with SL HARQ-ACK is subject to the prioritization with any other UL transmissions as per the existing specifications.
1. The corresponding CR is to be prepared in RAN1#105-e, 
0. [bookmark: _GoBack]Including checking whether or not any other essential correction is necessary based on the above agreement

Proposal 2:
· UE does not expect that PUCCH carrying SL HARQ-ACK overlaps with PUSCH with aperiodic or semi-persistent CSI reports.
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