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1	Introduction 
This document summarizes the companies’ views and captures the agreements related to the following email discussion:
Email Discussion #3 by 5/29 and corresponding TP (if any) by 6/5 – Kianoush (Qualcomm):
· Issue #1: CPU release with uplink interruption
· Issue #2: priority of A-SRS 
Companies are encouraged to share their initial feedback by 05/26. 
The summary of the companies’ proposals is available in [1]
2         CPU Release with Uplink Interruption
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]In the current specification, the occupied CPUs are assumed to remain occupied until the last symbol of PUCCH/PUSCH that carries the CSI report. However, in Rel. 16, and for a UE that supports the intra-UE prioritization capability or uplink cancellation indication, the channels that carry CSI may need to be cancelled. Hence, to make the UE operation clear, [2] proposes to keep this behaviour unchanged even in cases when the uplink channels are interrupted. 
Note: Partial cancellation for a channel carrying a CSI report can happen in Rel. 15 too, e.g., due to dynamic SFI. However, from the current specification, it is not clear whether the CPUs have to remain occupied until the end of the channel before cancellation or the last symbol of the channel transmitted by the UE. 

FL comment: The following proposal is related to Section 5.2.1.6 of 38.214. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Proposal: If PUCCH/PUSCH carrying the CSI report is partially transmitted, the occupied CPUs are assumed to remain occupied until the last symbol of PUCCH/PUSCH carrying the report before cancellation. 

	Company 
	Comment

	ZTE
	Agree, if we don’t agree, there is an extra standardization work to re-computer the CPU for the remaining symbols after cancellation in this case. 

	Samsung
	Before we discuss proposal, it is preferable to clarify what RAN1 common understanding in Rel-15 behavior. There are two interpretations as follows. 
· Case 1: until the last symbol of (scheduled) PUCCH/PUSCH (regardless of transmission)
· Case 2: until the last symbol of (actual transmitted) PUCCH/PUSCH
If case 1 is common RAN1 understanding, the proposal seems a kind of optimization. If case 2 is common RAN1 understanding, the proposal seems already covered by Rel-15 UE behavior.

	vivo
	We share similar view with Samsung, it is better to clarify RAN1 common understanding in Rel-15 behavior. In addition, it is not clear what’s the meaning of ‘partially transmitted’, how about the case of ‘If PUCCH/PUSCH carrying the CSI report is not transmitted at all’. More accurate formulation may be needed.

	Nokia, NSB
	We agree with Samsung, further clarifications on the Rel-15 behavior may be helpful to see if any specific agreement is required here. 

	OPPO
	We agree with Samsung, Rel-15 behavior is clarified firstly.

	Ericsson
	[bookmark: _GoBack]We agree with Samsung suggestion to clarify the common understanding of Rel-15 behavior. Additionally, if the proposal ends up to be an optimization we recommend to spend the time on remaining essential issues.

	
	



3         Priority of A-SRS 
Regarding the priority of SRS, RAN1 reached the following agreement:
RAN1 made the following agreement regarding the priority of SRS:
Agreement:
P/SP-SRS and A-SRS triggered by DCI format 2_3 are treated with low priority.
· FFS the priority of A-SRS triggered by other DCI formats

To determine the priority of A-SRS, two options have been discussed so far:
· Option 1: Priority of A-SRS follows the priority indicator included in the triggering DCI
· Supported by: Samsung [3], DOCOMO [4], InterDigital [5], Ericsson [6]
· Option 2: A-SRS is always of low priority
· Supported by: ZTE [7], vivo [8], CATT [9], LGE [10], Panasonic [11], Nokia/NSB [12], Intel [13], MediaTek [14]

Please provide your views on Option 1 and Option 2 in the table below.
	Company
	Preferred Option
	Comments

	ZTE
	Option 2
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK44]Option 1 can enable high priority A-SRS by introducing an artificial linkage with the priority indication in the scheduling DCI. Such linkage is unreasonable since the priority of A-SRS has nothing to do with the priority of the scheduled PUSCH or priority of HARQ-ACK associated with the scheduled PDSCH. This would either complicate gNB’s scheduling in order to avoid the mismatch of these priorities or make unnecessary dropping of other low priority transmissions due to artificially prioritizing a transmission from low priority to high priority. On the other hand, if gNB would like to have a quick A-SRS triggering to improve link adaptation, it is much easier for gNB to adopt option 2 just avoiding the collision with other UL transmissions. Therefore, Option 2 is preferred.

	Samsung
	Option 1
	To avoid repeating past discussions, we think there is only one question to be answered. Why should a network be prohibited from triggering A-SRS using an UL grant that schedules priority 1 PUSCH if that A-SRS would collide with a priority 0 PUSCH/PUCCH? The timelines and the UE behavior are already defined and there is no UE impact. We would like to have this capability in our networks and would like to know why we should be prevented. 

	vivo
	Option 2
	For option 1, if a UE has only high priority traffic, then gNB can’t trigger A-SRS with low priority via DL or UL DCI. 
For option 2, A-SRS is treated as low priority. If gNB doesn’t want to cancel the A-SRS transmission, then gNB can choose not to schedule a high priority UL transmission collided with the A-SRS transmission.

	Nokia, NSB
	Option 2
	We do not see a need for high priority SRS overall and there is no reason to couple the A-SRS priority and the PUSCH (resp. HARQ-ACK) priority indicated in the UL grant (resp. DL assignment), as these are different channels. – as laid out in our contribution. 

	OPPO
	Option 2
	No reason to couple the A-SRS priority and the PUSCH priority. A-SRS priority and PUSCH priority do not always stay the same. No strong reason to support high priority A-SRS, A-SRS dropping could be avoided by gNB reasonable scheduling.

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	Minimum specification impact where the Rel-15 and Rel-16 rules can be used.
If gNB would regard A-SRS to be low priority when scheduling high-priority PUSCH or PDSCH, it could just not trigger A-SRS if there is a possibility of collision. The gNB could wait until a low-priority PUSCH or PDSCH is scheduled. In fact, if SRS is regarded as low priority it is not clear the need to trigger a low-priority A-SRS when high-priority PUSCH or PDSCH is scheduled for transmission, especially considering that low-priority data likely account for the vast majority of data.
Enabling priority indication by DCI for A-SRS, would provide the functionalities obtained assuming A-SRS as a low priority transmission. While in addition, it would enable transmission of a high priority A-SRS at a minimum cost which can be used if needed. Since gNB is in control of both setting the priority index in DCI as well as triggering an SRS transmission, there is no additional complexity for a gNB to utilize this mechanism to control the priority of A-SRS. 
As the use case, one can mention for example fast channel acquisition in URLLC application or positioning based SRS in industrial solutions. Nevertheless, considering the various use cases for NR deployments, a decision based on excluding possible use cases at present or future, is quite unjustified specially where the required signaling us already in place to enable the functionality and the operation has minimum complexity.
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