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Introduction
This is a summary document of the following offline discussion:
[AT119-e][306][IIoT] UP open issues and CR 38.321 (Samsung)
	UP open issues and CR capturing agreed corrections
Deadline: To be set by rapporteur 
The discussion covers the following contributions:
R2-2207432	Discussion on MAC layer operation at PUSCH cancellation	Apple	discussion	Rel-17	NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core
R2-2207433	Draft CR for MAC layer operation at PUSCH cancellation	Apple, Ericsson	CR	Rel-17	38.321	17.1.0	1316	-	F	NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core
R2-2207506	Consideration on CG-PUSCH cancellation for UCI -only case	CATT	discussion	Rel-17	NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core
R2-2207507	Simultaneous transmission of SR and PUSCH over different PUCCH groups	CATT	CR	Rel-17	38.321	17.1.0	1321	-	F	NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core
R2-2207796	Issue on a CG transmission cancelled by a DG without UL-SCH	OPPO	discussion	Rel-17	NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core
R2-2208013	MAC impact on PHY prioritization	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	discussion	Rel-17	NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core
R2-2208014	Correction on TB generated for UCI multiplexing	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	CR	Rel-17	38.321	17.1.0	1361	-	F	NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core
R2-2208061	Discussion on deprioritized CG-PUSCH with UCI only TB	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-17	NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core
R2-2208062	Discussion on simultaneous transmissions of SR and PUSCH	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-17	NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core
R2-2208122	Open Issues in IIOT UP	Qualcomm Incorporated	discussion	Rel-17
R2-2208355	Discussion on SR error handling on PUCCH Cells	ASUSTeK	discussion	Rel-16	38.321	NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core
R2-2208588	Correction for De-prioritizatin of Overlapping Resources	Samsung	draftCR	Rel-17	38.321	17.1.0	F	NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core
For the issue of simultaneous transmission over different PUCCH groups covered by R2-2207507 (CATT) and R2-2208062 (Huawei), the following contributions were submitted to TEI17. This document covers those documents as well.
R2-2207792	Clarification on SR and PUSCH collision-Alt1	OPPO, Samsung	CR	Rel-17	38.321	17.1.0	1341	-	F	TEI17
R2-2207793	Clarification on SR and PUSCH collision-Alt2	OPPO, Samsung	CR	Rel-17	38.321	17.1.0	1342	-	F	TEI17
R2-2207794	Clarification on SR and PUSCH collision-Alt2	OPPO, Samsung	CR	Rel-17	38.331	17.1.0	3315	-	F	TEI17
R2-2207795	Clarification on SR and PUSCH collision-Alt2	OPPO, Samsung	CR	Rel-17	38.306	17.1.0	0778	-	F	TEI17
Issues and Phase 1 Discussion
CG-PUSCH Cancellation by UCI-only DG-PUSCH without UL-SCH
In RAN2#118-e, RAN2 agreed that Rel-16 LCH-based Prioritization is independent of cancellation of CG-PUSCH with low PHY priority by DG-PUSCH with high PHY priority for DG-PUSCH with UL-SCH. A remaining open issue is for DG-PUSCH without UL-SCH (i.e. UCI-only PUSCH), as follows:
4	When a CG-PUSCH transmission is cancelled by a DG-PUSCH with UL-SCH (i.e. MAC PDU is delivered to PHY) in Rel-17, de-prioritization relies on existing Rel-16 LCH-based Prioritization. (no specification change)
5	FFS When a CG-PUSCH transmission is cancelled by a DG-PUSCH without UL-SCH (i.e. MAC PDU is not delivered to PHY) in Rel-17, de-prioritization relies on existing Rel-16 LCH-based Prioritization. The CG is not considered as a de-prioritized uplink grant. (no specification change).  Check issue described for UCI only case
Multiple companies submitted contributions for this issue. Companies’ views are summarized as follows:
· Option 1. The de-prioritization relies on existing Rel-16 LCH-based Prioritization. (no specification change)
· CATT (7506): When lch-BasedPrioritization is configured, the case where a CG-PUSCH transmission is cancelled by a DG-PUSCH for UCI only is invalid in Rel-17. 
· OPPO (7796): This case is similar to the one that already exists in Rel-16.
· Nokia/NSB (8013): It will complicate the specification and increase the interactions between PHY and MAC quite a lot.
· Huawei/HiSilicon (8061): The UE’s behaviour for a CG-PUSCH overlapping with a DG-PUSCH without UL-SCH is undefined in RAN1.
· Qualcomm (8122): The complexity of sending cancelled PHY PUSCH transmissions back to MAC in their PDU form for de-prioritization is not justified as it slightly breaks the PHY-MAC modularity.
· Option 2. The uplink grant associated with the cancelled CG is considered as a de-prioritized grant.
· Apple (7432): RAN1 has introduced two new feature groups, FG 25-14 and FG 25-15, for overlapping DG/CG and overlapping CG/DG. Also, PHY specification captures that the UE is expected to cancel a PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index before the first symbol overlapping with the PUSCH transmission of larger priority index.
Issue 1. RAN2 to discuss: When a CG-PUSCH transmission is cancelled by a DG-PUSCH without UL-SCH (i.e. MAC PDU is not delivered to PHY) in Rel-17, 
- Option 1. de-prioritization relies on existing Rel-16 LCH-based Prioritization. The CG is not considered as a de-prioritized uplink grant. (no specification change).
- Option 2. the uplink grant associated with the cancelled CG is considered as a de-prioritized grant.
During the online discussion, Option 1 was agreed:
	=>	de-prioritization relies on existing Rel-16 LCH-based Prioritization. The CG is not considered as a de-prioritized uplink grant. (no specification change)


No further discussion is needed.
Simultaneous Transmission for Different PUCCH Groups
Since Rel-15, RAN1 assumed that the simultaneous transmission of SR (PUCCH) and UL-SCH data (PUSCH) over different PUCCH groups is supported. However, the MAC specification has been blocking it, since the MAC entity compares resource overlap between SR and UL-SCH in the MAC entity. Only UL-SCH resource can be transmitted in time in Rel-15. 
In Rel-16 LCH-based Prioritization, this problem has more impact. This feature assumes more resources can be overlapped with each other. Based on the logical channel priority, only one resource (either SR or UL-SC) can be transmitted in the MAC entity, regardless of same or different PUCCH group. This is not aligned with RAN1 specification and assumption.
Some companies considered this issue as a Rel-15/16 issue. In RAN2#118-e, RAN2 discussed how to capture Rel-15/16 simultaneous transmission for different PUCCH groups, concluded not to change legacy UEs, and postpone Rel-17 change, as follows:
	R2-2206468	Offline 014: Rel-15/16 User Plane	Samsung.
We don’t require change of R15 R16 implementations (i.e. accept UEs impl acc to understanding 1). 
For Rel-17 postpone the discussion to next meeting. 


For this meeting, CATT (7507) and Huawei (8062) submitted contributions to Rel-17 IIOT Correction whereas OPPO/Samsung submitted to TEI17 (R2-2207792/7793/7794/7795). Irrespective of the exact session where the discussion takes place, those contributions should be discussed together. All those companies proposed to support the simultaneous transmission over different PUCCH groups in Rel-17, since Rel-17 IIOT already agreed to support the simultaneous transmission within the same PUCCH group. 
There are two discussion points 
· 1) Whether the Rel-17 MAC specification supports simultaneous transmission of SR and UL-SCH over different PUCCH groups (CATT (7507), Huawei (8062), OPPO/Samsung(7792-7795))
· 2) If the conclusion of 1) is yes, does all Rel-17 UE mandatorily follow it (CATT (7507), Huawei (8062), OPPO/Samsung(7792) or can it be based on a configuration and UE capability (OPPO/Samsung(7793-7795)).
Issue 2. RAN2 to discuss the following options for simultaneous transmission of SR and PUSCH over different PUCCH groups: 
- Option 1. All Rel-17 UEs mandatorily supports simultaneous transmissions of overlapping SR and PUSCH over different PUCCH groups.
- Option 2. Define a capability and RRC configuration parameter of simultaneous transmissions of overlapping SR and PUSCH over different PUCCH groups.
- Option 3. Rel-17 MAC does not allow simultaneous transmission of SR and UL-SCH over different PUCCH groups. (No specification change)
During the online discussion, the following interim agreement was made:
	=>	Option 3 is excluded and continue discussion on option 1 and 2 (including RRC explicit config and UE capability discussion for option 1).   


Now there are two options on the table:
- Option 1a. Define an RRC configuration parameter of simultaneous transmission of overlapping SR and PUSCH over different PUCCH groups. 
- Option 2. Define a capability and an RRC configuration parameter of simultaneous transmissions of overlapping SR and PUSCH over different PUCCH groups.
Q2. Which option do companies support?
- Option 1a. Define an RRC configuration parameter of simultaneous transmission of overlapping SR and PUSCH over different PUCCH groups. 
- Option 2. Define a capability and an RRC configuration parameter of simultaneous transmissions of overlapping SR and PUSCH over different PUCCH groups.
	Company
	1a or 2
	Comment

	CATT
	1a
	The complexity associated with the support of this feature is mainly in the physical layer and RAN1 did not see the need for an associated capability. So option 2 is not needed. And even for option 1a, we are not sure why we would need an RRC parameter since, here again, RAN1 did not see the need for such flexibility from network perspective. In short, adding new capability and RRC parameter is unnecessary and complicates both the specifications and the implementations.

	Nokia
	1a
	RRC configuration is not about flexibility but for backward compatibility for Rel-17 UEs in legacy network.

	Qualcomm 
	2
	Prefer having it as a UE capability. As the feature follows a RAN1 optimization that is not very critical in our view, it can be added as a UE capability/.

	Apple
	2
	If RAN2 is going address this topic explicitly then a capability will be cleaner.

	Samsung
	1a or 2 
	No strong view. 

Note: Option 1a means that Rel-17 UEs mandatorily shall implement this way.

	OPPO
	1a or 2
	We understand either of the two can work. Option 1 is to fit the case that the R15/16 network follows the legacy MAC behaviour. Option 2 additionally leaves allows the UE flexibility and allows sometimes the R17 UEs to have the legacy behaviour. We think the most important thing is to resolve this issue, and on which option to go with we have no strong view and can follow the majority. 

	Intel
	1a
	Agree that RRC configuration is needed for backward compatibility.

	LGE
	2
	

	Lenovo
	2
	

	Xiaomi
	2
	

	Ericsson
	2
	We don’t think that Rel-17 UEs can be forced to implement this. Then: the gNB need to know if the UE supports this or not, and release-indication is not sufficient.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	1a or 2
	Agree with OPPO

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


< Summary >
- Option 1a (without capability): 3 companies (CATT, Nokia, Intel)
- Option 2 (with capability): 6 companies (Qualcomm, Apple, LGE, Lenovo, Xiaomi, Ericsson)
- Either 1a or 2: 3 companies (Samsung, OPPO, Huawei/HiSilicon)(
Majority of companies (9/12) preferred UE capability which does not force UEs to implement.
Proposal 1 (9/12). Define a capability and an RRC configuration parameter of simultaneous transmissions of overlapping SR and PUSCH over different PUCCH groups. MAC spec will be updated accordingly. 
- R2-2207794 (RRC) and R2-2207795 (UE capability) are baselines for phase-2 review.
- Texts for MAC are updated Rapporteur MAC CR review
Flushing HARQ Buffer for Empty MAC PDU
For UCI-only PUSCH whose uplink grant is de-prioritized, if CGRT is configured, the uplink grant will be considered as that for retransmission and prioritized in the next CG occasion. The transmission of the empty MAC PDU increases the delay for other HARQ processes who serve non-empty MAC PDU. To avoid delaying new data transmission, Nokia (8013/8014) proposed to flush the empty TB only for UCI multiplexing purpose after the transmission and stop CGRT and CGT for the corresponding HARQ process.
Issue 3. RAN2 to discuss that empty TB generated only for UCI multiplexing purpose should be flushed after the transmission and stop the configuredGrantTimer and cg-RetransmissionTimer when cg-RetransmissionTimer is configured.
Q3. Do companies support the following?
· Empty TB generated only for UCI multiplexing purpose should be flushed after the transmission and stop the configuredGrantTimer and cg-RetransmissionTimer when cg-RetransmissionTimer is configured.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	CATT
	Yes
	It is useful from both resource efficiency and UE power saving perspective.

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	No 
	Note that the agreement in RAN2 116e “The priority of the HARQ process associated with a MAC PDU in which no data for logical channels is multiplexed or can be multiplexed is lower than the priority of the HARQ process associated with a MAC PDU in which any logical channels are multiplexed or can be multiplexed.” And the other agreements to prioritize high priority initial transmissions over low priority retransmissions in Rel-17 already allow us to do that. Thus, the behaviour described in the proposal is already supported in Rel-17 if LCH prioritization is configured. 
If LCH prioritization is not configured and CGRT id configured, as our understanding of the described scenario, the system falls-back to NR-U Rel-16 behaviour. Thus, the proposal mainly optimized Rel-16 NR-U and should be discussed in that context since it does not directly relate to Rel-17 enhancements.

	Apple
	Yes
	Agree to the problem and the solution approach (to flush the HARQ process). How to address this in the specification can be discussed in CR review phase.

	Samsung
	No strong view
	Rel-17 Intra CG Prioritization will mitigate the delay problem since the probability that the empty grant is prioritized. But it is also true that the unnecessary retransmission could happen especially in case that only one HARQ process ID is assigned to a CG configuration. We are fine with either way. 

	OPPO
	Tend to No
	We share a similar view as Qualcomm. We understand if the system cares about the delay of other HARQ processes with non-empty MAC PDU, the network can configure intraCG-Prioritization and the intraCG-Prioritization related mechanism can fix this issue. Otherwise, it means such an issue is not cared for by the system. Meanwhile, if the LCH-based prioritization is not configured and CGRT is configured, it falls to the legacy NR-U issue.

	Intel
	No strong view
	This seems to be an optimization, but we’re OK to follow majority view.

	LGE
	No
	It seems a minor optimization for a rare case.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	This is useful.

	Xiaomi
	No
	We tend agree with QC. This seems to be an optimization.

	Ericsson
	No
	We agree with QC. Further, the gNB cannot know if the TB contains only padding (and hence would flush as per the proposal) or contains some data. If the UE flushes the HARQ buffer it could cause issues in the gNB if the gNB asks for a retransmission, e.g. problems with soft combining.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


< Summary >
Yes: 4 companies (CATT, Nokia, Apple, Lenovo)
No: 5 companies (Qualcomm, OPPO, LG, Xiaomi, Ericsson, Huawei/HiSilcon_
No strong view: 2 companies (Samsung, Intel)
Proposal 2 (5/9). R2-2208014 is not pursued.
De-prioritization of CG-PUSCH by DL Transmission or Measurement Gap
Huawei (8061) pointed out that CG-PUSCH can be cancelled or partially cancelled by a subset of symbols of the CG-PUSCH have been replaced to receive CSI-RS or PDSCH. Also, in case that the CG occasion encounters a measurement gap, the TB cannot be transmitted. The proposal is use those CG for autonomous transmission, so to consider the configured grant for those cases as a de-prioritized uplink. 
Issue 4. RAN2 to discuss:
· If a subset of symbols of a CG-PUSCH has been replaced to receive downlink transmission, the CG shall be considered as a deprioritized uplink grant.
· If a TB is generated for a CG, but it is not transmitted due to collision with a measurement gap, the CG shall be considered as a deprioritized uplink grant.
Q4-1. Do companies support the following?
· If a subset of symbols of a CG-PUSCH has been replaced to receive downlink transmission, the CG shall be considered as a deprioritized uplink grant.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	CATT
	No
	The purpose of the autonomous transmission was primarily to address the (frequent) cases in IIOT where a CG is cancelled by another PUSCH or PUCCH but the network does not know if there was indeed any data to transmit in this CG. But we see the usecases mentioned here as more marginal and so they can be addressed by network scheduling a dynamic grant for ReTx. Note that for the case of partial transmission, the NW can detect if anything was transmitted initially (even though partial) and schedule a DG for reTx accordingly.

	Nokia 
	No
	Nothing specific for Rel-17. 
Can rely on cg-RetransmissionTimer for retransmission, so even less needed than Rel-16.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Same reasoning used to reach the agreement that a PHY-cancelled CG would not be considered deprioritized, and since this is already agreed, it would not make sense to consider a partially transmitted PDU in PHY deprioritized. Also, we do not prefer mapping those PHY dynamics into the MAC prioritization procedures.

	Apple
	No
	These cases are nothing new in Rel-17, it comes from Rel-16 and the UE follows normal Tproc,2 processing time.

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Nokia. It’s not Rel-17 specific.

	OPPO
	No
	It is also not a Rel-17 specific issue, the case already exists from Rel-16. We do not see a strong intention to resolve it.  

	Intel
	No
	Agree with CATT that gNB can use dynamic grant for retransmission since there is partial transmission.

	LGE
	Yes with comment
	This case is similar with that an uplink grant is cancelled by CI-RNTI. Therefore, the CG grant can be considered as a deprioritized uplink grant.
However, it seems redundant to specify all cases that CG uplink grants are cancelled by PHY layer. We prefer to use generic sentence which can cover all CG uplink grant cancellations by PHY layer.

	Lenovo
	No
	

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Ericsson
	Yes?
	If indeed this can happen (as per RAN1 spec), we assume the straightforward approach is to consider the (partially) dropped UL transmission as a deprioritized UL grant.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes (Proponent)
	Even it is not Rel-17 specific issue, we can still follow RAN1 spec to make RAN2 spec clearer.  

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


< Summary >
Yes: 3 companies (LGE, Ericsson, Huawei/HiSilicon)
No: 9 companies (CATT, Nokia, Qualcomm, Apple, Samsung, OPPO, Intel, Lenovo, Xiaomi)
Clear majority of companies think this is not Rel-17 IIOT specific issue. 
Q4-2. Do companies support the following?
· If a TB is generated for a CG, but it is not transmitted due to collision with a measurement gap, the CG shall be considered as a deprioritized uplink grant.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	CATT
	No
	Same as above.

	Nokia
	No
	See above

	Qualcomm
	No
	Same as previous question

	Apple
	No
	As indicated above

	Samsung
	No
	

	OPPO
	No
	Similar to the above.

	Intel
	No
	Our understanding is that there is no need to generate a TB which collides with a measurement gap.

	LGE
	No
	

	Lenovo
	No
	

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	This proposal has been discussed before. It was concluded that measurement gaps should not be considered in URLLC.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes (Proponent)
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


< Summary >
Yes: 1 companies 
No: 11 companies 
Companies did not support.
Proposal 3. MAC relies on existing LCH-based Prioritization (no spec change) for the following case:
- (3/12) a subset of symbols of a CG-PUSCH has been replaced to receive downlink transmission
- (1/12) a TB is generated for a CG, but it is not transmitted due to collision with a measurement gapPUCCH Resource Handling for Maximum Number of SR Transmissions on non-SpCell
In the current MAC specification, when the SR transmission reaches the maximum number, the UE shall release UL resources for all Serving Cells and initiate random access procedure on SpCell. Even if the PUCCH resource for the SR is not on SpCell, the MAC entity follows the same procedures. ASUSTek (8355) pointed out, in this case, SpCell may not be problematic and initial access may not be needed. They proposed for the maximum SR transmissions not on SpCell, the UE shall not initiate a random access procedure, cancel pending SRs on the problematic cell, and release UL resource of Serving Cells with pucch-cell set to the cell.
Issue 5. RAN2 to discuss: For a SR transmitted on PUCCH resources on a Cell other than SpCell, when the SR reaches the maximum number of transmission (sr-TransMax),
· 5a) the UE shall not initiate a random access procedure on SpCell.
· 5b) the UE shall cancel pending SRs that are transmitted via PUCCH resources on the Cell.
· 5c) the UE shall release UL resources of Serving Cells with pucch-cell set to the Cell.
Q5-1. Do companies support the following?
· For a SR transmitted on PUCCH resources on a Cell other than SpCell, when the SR reaches the maximum number of transmission (sr-TransMax), the UE shall not initiate a random access procedure on SpCell.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	CATT
	No
	We think it is an optimization, not essential to be discussed at this stage.

	Nokia
	No
	The counter is not per cell but per SR configuration which could be on both cells. So when failure happens, it is not clear on which cell.
SR failure happens rare enough anyway, so no optimization needed.

	Qualcomm
	No 
	Agree with Nokia

	Apple
	No
	Prefer to keep the existing handling, especially as this is Rel-16.

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with other companies above

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with Nokia

	Intel
	No
	This is an optimization and is not needed.

	LGE
	No
	If the SR_COUNTER reaches sr-TransMax, it means that there is a critical problem in this connection. Therefore, UE needs to release all PUCCH resources and to initiate a RA procedure. We don’t want to change the current spec.

	Lenovo
	No
	

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	The network configuration would be able to handle this issue.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


< Summary >
All companies did not support

Q5-2. Do companies support the following?
· For a SR transmitted on PUCCH resources on a Cell other than SpCell, when the SR reaches the maximum number of transmission (sr-TransMax), the UE shall cancel pending SRs that are transmitted via PUCCH resources on the Cell.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	CATT
	No
	See Q5-1

	Nokia
	No
	See above

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	See above

	Samsung
	No
	

	OPPO
	No
	

	Intel
	No
	See answer to Q5-1.

	LGE
	No
	See answer to Q5-1

	Lenovo
	No
	

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


< Summary >
All companies did not support

Q5-3. Do companies support the following?
· For a SR transmitted on PUCCH resources on a Cell other than SpCell, when the SR reaches the maximum number of transmission (sr-TransMax), the UE shall release UL resources of Serving Cells with pucch-cell set to the Cell.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	CATT
	No
	See Q5-1

	Nokia
	No
	See above

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	See above

	Samsung
	No
	

	OPPO
	No
	

	Intel
	No
	See answer to Q5-1.

	LGE
	No
	See answer to Q5-1

	Lenovo 
	No
	

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


< Summary >
All companies did not support
Proposal 4 (all). Proposed changes in R2-2208355 are not pursued.
Clarification on De-prioritization of Overlapping Resources (Clarification)
Considering simultaneous transmission of SR and UL-SCH within the PUCCH group (configured by simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH or simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-SecondaryPUCCHgroup), in LCH-based Prioritization, the MAC entity checks overlap of resources whose the simultaneous transmission is not allowed.
Huawei (8062) and Samsung (8588) pointed out mutual pre-emptions which prohibit the simultaneous transmission. According to the current interpretation, if one resource (either SR or UL-SCH) is prioritized, the other overlapping resource is automatically de-prioritized. The overlapping resource here should be the resource whose simultaneous transmission with the prioritized resource is not allowed, however the current text does not have this restriction. Both contributions proposed the almost same TP, for instance:
	1>	else if this uplink grant is addressed to CS-RNTI with NDI = 1 or C-RNTI:
2>	if there is no overlapping PUSCH duration of a configured uplink grant which was not already de-prioritized, in the same BWP, whose priority is higher than the priority of the uplink grant; and
2>	if there is no overlapping PUCCH resource with an SR transmission which was not already de-prioritized and the simultaneous transmission of the SR and the uplink grant is not allowed by configuration of simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH or simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-SecondaryPUCCHgroup, and the priority of the logical channel that triggered the SR is higher than the priority of the uplink grant:
3>	consider this uplink grant as a prioritized uplink grant;
3>	consider the other overlapping uplink grant(s), if any, as a de-prioritized uplink grant(s);
3>	consider the other overlapping SR transmission(s), if any, as a de-prioritized SR transmission(s), except for the overlapping SR transmission(s) whose simultaneous transmission with the uplink grant is allowed as specified in clause 9 of TS 38.213 [6];
3>	if the de-prioritized uplink grant(s) is a configured uplink grant configured with autonomousTx whose PUSCH has already started:
4>	stop the configuredGrantTimer for the corresponding HARQ process of the de-prioritized uplink grant(s);
4>	stop the cg-RetransmissionTimer for the corresponding HARQ process of the de-prioritized uplink grant(s).



Issue 6. RAN2 to discuss: if simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH or simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-SecondaryPUCCHgroup is configured, 
· 6a) when a SR transmission is considered as a prioritized SR transmission, the overlapping uplink grant(s) which can be transmitted with the SR simultaneously shall not be considered as de-prioritized uplink grant(s).
· 6b) when a PUSCH transmission is considered as a prioritized PUSCH transmission, the overlapping SR(s) which can be transmitted with the PUSCH simultaneously shall not be considered as de-prioritized SR(s).
Q6. Do companies support the following clarification in the MAC specification? (“Yes”: CR is needed, “No”: CR is not needed)
· If simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH or simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-SecondaryPUCCHgroup is configured, when a SR transmission is considered as a prioritized SR transmission, the overlapping uplink grant(s) which can be transmitted with the SR simultaneously shall not be considered as de-prioritized uplink grant(s).
· If simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH or simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-SecondaryPUCCHgroup is configured, when a PUSCH transmission is considered as a prioritized PUSCH transmission, the overlapping SR(s) which can be transmitted with the PUSCH simultaneously shall not be considered as de-prioritized SR(s).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	CATT
	Yes
	Correct observation regarding deprioritization of PUSCH and SR when simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH or simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-SecondaryPUCCHgroup is configured.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Also related to issue 2 where cross PUCCH group SR and PUSCH can be allowed.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Apple
	No strong view
	Ok to clarify and it keeps consistency with the existing text

	Samsung
	Yes
	We agree with Nokia that the conclusion of Issue 2 should be reflected.

	OPPO
	Yes
	Also agree with Nokia and Samsung.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


< Summary >
All companies are ok with the clarification. 
Proposal 5a (all). If simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH or simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-SecondaryPUCCHgroup is configured, when a SR transmission is considered as a prioritized SR transmission, the overlapping uplink grant(s) which can be transmitted with the SR simultaneously shall not be considered as de-prioritized uplink grant(s). 
Proposal 5b (all). If simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH or simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-SecondaryPUCCHgroup is configured, when a PUSCH transmission is considered as a prioritized PUSCH transmission, the overlapping SR(s) which can be transmitted with the PUSCH simultaneously shall not be considered as de-prioritized SR(s).

Confirmation of Starting Condition of drx-RetransmissionTimerDL (Confirmation of Current Agreement)
In RAN2#118-e, RAN2 agreed not to start drx-RetransmissionTimerDL for maximum allowed deferral time of HARQ feedback, as follows:
9	When the maximum allowed deferral time of HARQ feedback is reached drx-RetransmissionTimerDL is not started. (no specification change)
Qualcomm (8122) proposed to keep the current agreement since they do not see to alter that agreement. However, no counter-proposal was submitted to this meeting. No further discussion is suggested.
Issue 7. RAN2 to confirm without further discussion: “When the maximum allowed deferral time of HARQ feedback is reached drx-RetransmissionTimerDL is not started. (no specification change)”.
Rapporteur suggestion: no further discussion.
Proposal 6. RAN2 confirms “When the maximum allowed deferral time of HARQ feedback is reached drx-RetransmissionTimerDL is not started. (no specification change)”
Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 1 (9/12). Define a capability and an RRC configuration parameter of simultaneous transmissions of overlapping SR and PUSCH over different PUCCH groups. MAC spec will be updated accordingly. 
- R2-2207794 (RRC) and R2-2207795 (UE capability) are baselines for phase-2 review.
- Texts for MAC are updated Rapporteur MAC CR review
Proposal 2 (5/9). R2-2208014 is not pursued.
Proposal 3. MAC relies on existing LCH-based Prioritization (no spec change) for the following case:
- (3/12) a subset of symbols of a CG-PUSCH has been replaced to receive downlink transmission
- (1/12) a TB is generated for a CG, but it is not transmitted due to collision with a measurement gap
Proposal 4 (all). Proposed changes in R2-2208355 are not pursued.
Proposal 5a (all). If simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH or simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-SecondaryPUCCHgroup is configured, when a SR transmission is considered as a prioritized SR transmission, the overlapping uplink grant(s) which can be transmitted with the SR simultaneously shall not be considered as de-prioritized uplink grant(s). 
Proposal 5b (all). If simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH or simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-SecondaryPUCCHgroup is configured, when a PUSCH transmission is considered as a prioritized PUSCH transmission, the overlapping SR(s) which can be transmitted with the PUSCH simultaneously shall not be considered as de-prioritized SR(s).
Proposal 6. RAN2 confirms “When the maximum allowed deferral time of HARQ feedback is reached drx-RetransmissionTimerDL is not started. (no specification change)”

