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Introduction 
RAN1#114 and 114bis discussed about the conflict between the specification and the earlier agreement on the PUSCH selection rule when determining the PUSCH on which to multiplex the UCI to with summaries ion [1, 2].

Discussion
Background of the issue is summarized in [2]:
	Issue: The PUSCH selection rule for UCI multiplexing rule in current spec is not aligned with the conclusion
Per the conclusion, for the PUSCH selection rule for UCI multiplexing rule, the intended UE behavior per specification is as follows:
· if a PUCCH 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.
According to the current specification, when there are multiple PUSCHs overlapping with one PUCCH, the following priority order is used to determine a PUSCH for UCI multiplexing, which is different with that in Rel-15 for the case with different numerologies among PUCCH and PUSCHs.
· First priority: PUSCH with A-CSI
· Second priority: Dynamic grant PUSCHs > PUSCHs configured by respective ConfiguredGrantConfig or semiPersistentOnPUSCH
· Third priority: PUSCHs on serving cell with smaller serving cell index > PUSCHs on serving cell with larger serving cell index
· Fourth priority: Earlier PUSCH transmission > later PUSCH transmission 



The same document [2] summarizes the cases where the difference yields different results:
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref146923474]Figure 1: Comparing PUSCH selection for UCI multiplexing based on existing specification and proposed CR accorging to the conclusion of RAN1#97 [2]

Typically RAN1 conclusions recorded in the RAN1 meeting minutes may add interpretation guidance to be used in addition to the specification if groups sees that there maybe room for interpretation in how the specification is written, but the ambiguity is not seen that big that there’d be a need for additional specification clarification. This case is different, as the RAN1 conclusion is in contradiction to the specification. In such a case it is clear that the normative specification is the one to follow over informative and contradicting conclusion.
Observation 1: Typically RAN1 conclusions may add further interpretation guidance to the specification text, but in the unfortunate case of conclusion of informative nature being contradictory to the normative specification, it is always the normative specification that shall be followed.
As it appears that UE populations with both algorithms exist, it would be imperative for RAN1 to determine which of the two behaviours the future implementations should follow and agree on the way forward, while acknowledging the fact that due to RAN1 mistake of having a conclusion and specification in contradiction different implementations exist.
Observation 2: A pragmatic way forward ensuring that future implementations follow the same algorithm, while acknowledging the fact that different implementations exist due to a mistake made by RAN1 is needed.
Proposal 1: Record a RAN1 conclusion that the RAN1#97 conclusion and the specification text in TS 38.213 are in contradiction, and due to this different implementations may exist. Future implementations should ignore the RAN1#97 conclusion and follow the specification.
Conclusion
On the matter of PUSCH selection rule for UCI multiplexing with UL CA the following observations an proposals are made:
Observation 1: Typically RAN1 conclusions may add further interpretation guidance to the specification text, but in the unfortunate case of conclusion of informative nature being contradictory to the normative specification, it is always the normative specification that shall be followed.
Observation 2: A pragmatic way forward ensuring that future implementations follow the same algorithm, while acknowledging the fact that different implementations exist due to a mistake made by RAN1 is needed.
Proposal 1: Record a RAN1 conclusion that the RAN1#97 conclusion and the specification text in TS 38.213 are in contradiction, and due to this different implementations may exist. Future implementations should ignore the RAN1#97 conclusion and follow the specification.
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