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1	Introduction
A draft CR regarding PUSCH selection rule for UCI multiplexing [1]-[2] was proposed in RAN1#114 meeting that intends to capture the following conclusion for PUSCH selection rule for UCI multiplexing. 
Conclusion (RAN1#97):
For the issue raised in the draft CR R1-1906302, the intended UE behavior per specification is commonly understood as follows:
· For UCI multiplexing, within a PUCCH group, on PUSCH, the following two steps are performed with step 1 first, then followed by step 2:
· Step 1: UCI in overlapped PUCCH transmissions is multiplexed into one PUCCH resource (resource Z). This step is done per PUCCH slot. 
· Step 2: UCI, that doesn’t include SR, in Z is multiplexed into one PUSCH, if Z overlaps with at least one PUSCH, following the priorities (sequentially from high to low) as listed below.
· First priority: PUSCH with A-CSI as long as it overlaps with Z
· Second priority: earliest PUSCH slot(s) based on the start of the slot(s)
· If there are still multiple PUSCHs overlap with Z in the earliest PUSCH slot(s), follow the following priorities (sequentially from high to low)
· Third priority: Dynamic grant PUSCHs > PUSCHs configured by respective ConfiguredGrantConfig or semiPersistentOnPUSCH
· Fourth priority: PUSCHs on serving cell with smaller serving cell index > PUSCHs on serving cell with larger serving cell index
· Fifth priority: Earlier PUSCH transmission > later PUSCH transmission 
Note: The clarification applies to both cases with the same (except the second priority part) and different numerologies among PUCCH and PUSCHs.

Companies preferred to follow-up the discussion at this meeting to investigate the status of the corresponding implementations for UL CA [3]. The issue was discussed further during RAN1#114bis meeting [4].  In this contribution we share our view regarding this topic based on the companies’ feedbacks in the last meeting.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
The main difference between the current spec and proposed draft CR is that “slot timing” has higher priority over “DG over CG”>”cell index”>”timing in a slot”. The PUSCH selection rule is a crucial for UL CA. Our view regarding the necessity of supporting the CR is based on the following factors:
· PUSCH selection prioritization rule is an important procedure used for UL CA that is already deployed. 
· The highest priority from our point of view is that to maintain the same behaviour from UE vendors (whether it is the current spec or proposed draft CR). 
 
We have identified few cases as shown in Figure 1 that the CR changes the UE behaviour as compared to the current specification and we observe the following:
[bookmark: _Toc149516059]The selected PUSCH for UCI multiplexing can be different in some cases following the existing specification as compared to the proposed draft CR (i.e. conclusion#97).  

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref146923474]Figure 1: Comparing PUSCH selection for UCI multiplexing based on existing specification and CR

With respect to the existing implementations, we understand the situation based on the discussion during the last meeting as the following:
A. Most of the UE vendors’ implementations are according to the spec (Vendors A)
B. There is(are) UE vendor(s) with implementation according to the CR (Vendors B)
This means that already exists different implementations, but the dominant implemented behavior is according to the spec. Another aspect, that was also mentioned during the last meeting and was also acknowledged by RAN1 Chair is that the specification has the strongest precedence.
Continuation of the discussion is only meaningful if results in an outcome that directs the new implementation towards the same behavior.
In order to have realistic and fair conclusion for this discussion, we share the following thoughts:
With all above, it is unlikely that vendors (A) change their implementations. However, we also acknowledge that current implementation of vendor (B) should not be considered as 3gpp non-compliant implementation. Therefore, it would be good to suggest a way forward to facilitate the time needed by vendor(s) (B) to update corresponding implementations to join vendors (A).  That brings two possibilities:
· Option A) Adopt the CR with the following conditions:
· The behavior introduced by the proposed CR is subject to an optional UE capability that can be enabled by a new RRC parameter. If the RRC parameter is not configured, the behavior according to the current spec (that is before implementing the CR) is expected.
· In the cover page of the CR, the following description is included:
· “There are existing implementations according to the behavior associated to this new capability.”
· Option B) Conclude the following observation and guideline:
· The selected PUSCH for UCI multiplexing can be different in some cases based on the procedures in the current specifications as compared to the Conclusion in RAN1#97.  
· There are implementations according to the current specifications as well as the Conclusion in RAN1#97.
· It is recommended that any new implementation to follow the procedures in the specifications and ignore Conclusion made in RAN1#97. 

Among these two possibilities, we believe Option B would a reasonable and realistic way forward. The reason is that there is no incentive for the vendors (A) to update the implementation according to the Conclusion in RAN1#97. It is only vendors (B) that would be affected by any of the possibilities above and are needed to update the implementation according to the spec. it seems unnecessary the new implementations of vendors (B) to maintain two implementations. Hence, it seems Option B would be sufficient.
Therefore, we propose to adopt Option B as a way forward:
[bookmark: _Toc149516060]Conclude the following observation and guideline:
· [bookmark: _Toc149516061]The selected PUSCH for UCI multiplexing can be different in some cases based on the procedures in the current specifications as compared to the Conclusion in RAN1#97.  
· [bookmark: _Toc149516062]There are implementations according to the current specifications as well as the Conclusion in RAN1#97.
· [bookmark: _Toc149516063]It is recommended that any new implementation to follow the procedures in the specifications and ignore Conclusion made in RAN1#97. 
3	Conclusion
[bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery]In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	The selected PUSCH for UCI multiplexing can be different in some cases following the existing specification as compared to the proposed draft CR (i.e. conclusion#97).

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	Conclude the following observation and guideline:
	The selected PUSCH for UCI multiplexing can be different in some cases based on the procedures in the current specifications as compared to the Conclusion in RAN1#97.
	There are implementations according to the current specifications as well as the Conclusion in RAN1#97.
	It is recommended that any new implementation to follow the procedures in the specifications and ignore Conclusion made in RAN1#97.
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