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Introduction
During RAN1#114bis, there had been discussions on A-CSI feedback with SUL as summarized in [1]. 

The issue could not be fully resolved, and the discussions are to continue during RAN1#115, as also noted in the chairman’s notes: 
	For RAN1#115:
Continue discussion of the following case in RAN1#115:  
· UL/SUL indicator is not presented in DCI 0_0/0_1 or it is presented but ignored by a UE, pucch-Config is not configured, PUSCH-Config is configured on either UL or SUL but not on both, and PUCCH-ConfigCommon is configured. 
· Sub-case 1: PUCCH-ConfigCommon is only configured on one carrier, either on SUL or UL. 
· Sub-case 2: PUCCH-ConfigCommon is configured on both SUL and UL.



In this document, we discuss the need for change / clarification for this issue. 

Discussion
The undefined behaviour up for discussion here, as noted by some companies during RAN1#114bis discussions, goes basically back to Rel-15 already. The two identified cases only happen, if gNB does not provide a pucch-config but at the same time configures pucch-ConfigCommon on SUL only, UL only or both. 

The question that now arises here would be, if there is a need to define these corner cases specifically as the gNB can always provide pucch-config instead (or in addition) to pucch-ConfigCommon. So we don’t see the specification to be broken in this respect and do not think RAN1 to still at this late stage trying to define some UE behaviour for these cases as gNB can just provide pucch-config instead.

Observation: The issue can be prevented by gNB implementation by configuring pucch-config instead (or in addition to PUCCH-ConfigCommon). Therefore, a related specification change to define UE behavior for these corner cases at this late stage of a Rel-15 feature seems to be not required. 

If companies see a need for clarification to prevent these cases, a similar conclusion for the relation of pusch-config and pucch-config could be taken as the one from RAN1#112bis-e. 

	Conclusion [RAN1#112bis]
If a UE is configured with NUL and SUL carrier in a serving cell, and pusch-config is configured, then the UL carrier configured with pucch-config, if any, should also be configured with pusch-config.







Conclusion
In this contribution we provide our view on the still open issue of SUL operation without pucch-config but having PUCCH-ConfigCommon provided. Based on the discussions the following can be noted: 
Observation: The issue can be prevented by gNB implementation by configuring pucch-config instead (or in addition to PUCCH-ConfigCommon). Therefore, a related specification change to define UE behavior for these corner cases at this late stage of a Rel-15 feature seems to be not required. 

If companies see a need for clarification to prevent these cases, a similar conclusion for the relation of pusch-config and pucch-config could be taken as the one from RAN1#112bis-e:

	Conclusion [RAN1#112bis]
If a UE is configured with NUL and SUL carrier in a serving cell, and pusch-config is configured, then the UL carrier configured with pucch-config, if any, should also be configured with pusch-config.
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