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This document contains the overall discussion of all Rel-17 URLLC features and considers the following TDocs submitted with the Rel-17 URLLC WI code under AI 7.2 and mapping to Issue:

	TDoc #
	Title
	Company
	Mapped to / discussed as

	R1-2311081
	Discussion on DCI indication for HARQ-ACK retransmission and SCell dormancy
	vivo
	Issue #1 

	R1-2311082
	Draft CR on DCI indication for HARQ-ACK retransmission and SCell dormancy
	vivo
	Issue #1 (draft CR)

	R1-2311673
	Discussion on PUCCH power control
	Apple
	Issue #2  - discussion

	R1-2312078
	Correction on PUCCH power control parameter determination
	CATT, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung, Apple, Huawei
	Revised to R1-2312323

	R1-2312323
	Correction on PUCCH power control parameter determination
	CATT, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung, Apple, Huawei, Ericsson, vivo
	Issue #2 – updated/revised draft CR from R1-2312078

	R1-2311954
	Discussion on the conditions and behaviors for CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK dropping and multiplexing in 38.213
	Sharp
	Issue #3

	R1-2311955
	Adding conditions on CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK dropping procedures in 38.213
	Sharp
	Issue#3 (draft CR)


 

Moderator comments on the planned RAN1#115 handling: 
· We might not get very much offline time for discussions (if at all) – so will need to use the drafts folder discussions efficiently. 
· We are having our first online session already Monday morning (before lunch), so please provide your input if possible by Monday morning coffee break (to be able to present the summary already there, hope to be able resolve at least the 2nd issues already there).  


Issue#1: HARQ-ACK CB re-transmission & Scell dormancy indication
0. Companies’ inputs 

vivo raised the issue of joint operation of HARQ-ACK CB re-transmission & Scell dormancy indication 
in R1-2311081 with a related draft CR provided in R1-2311082. 


vivo in their discussion document provide the following reasoning – with the following observations & proposals:

	Observation 1: If HARQ-ACK re-transmission and SCell dormancy are configured simultaneously, it is ambiguous whether a DCI format 1_1 is used for triggering HARQ-ACK re-transmission or for indicating SCell dormancy, if the HARQ-ACK retransmission indicator field in the DCI format is set to '1' and the FDRA of the DCI format indicates no PDSCH reception is scheduled. 

Proposal 1: For the issue of DCI indication for HARQ-ACK re-transmission or SCell dormancy, the following alternatives can be considered:
· Alt.1: Clarify that HARQ-ACK re-transmission and SCell dormancy cannot be configured simultaneously, to avoid the above issue.
· Alt.2: If HARQ-ACK re-transmission and SCell dormancy are configured simultaneously, and if the HARQ-ACK retransmission indicator field within a DCI format 1_1 is set to '1' while the FDRA of the DCI format indicates no PDSCH reception is scheduled, clarify which case, i.e. triggering HARQ-ACK re-transmission or indicating SCell dormancy, should be interpreted by the UE.
Proposal 2: For the issue of DCI indication for HARQ-ACK re-transmission or SCell dormancy, clarify that if HARQ-ACK retransmission indicator field is not present or set to ‘0’ in a DCI format 1_1, the DCI format is used to indicate SCell dormancy by setting the FDRA field to indicate no PDSCH reception is scheduled.






With the draft CR in based on the following reasoning for change

	Reason for change:
	If HARQ-ACK re-transmission and SCell dormancy are configured simultaneously, a DCI format 1_1 may be interpreted as used for triggering HARQ-ACK re-transmission, and as used for indicating SCell dormancy at the same time, and the MCS field for transport block 1 is used in either case, resulting in conflict of DCI field interpretation.

	
	

	Summary of change:
	Clarify that if HARQ-ACK retransmission indicator field is not present or set to ‘0’ in a DCI format 1_1, the DCI format can be used to indicate SCell dormancy by setting the FDRA field to indicate no PDSCH reception is scheduled.

	
	

	Consequences if not approved:
	If HARQ-ACK re-transmission and SCell dormancy are configured simultaneously, and if the HARQ-ACK retransmission indicator field within a DCI format 1_1 is set to '1' while the FDRA of the DCI format indicates no PDSCH reception is scheduled, the UE does not know whether the DCI format is used to trigger HARQ-ACK re-transmission or used to indicate SCell dormancy. Therefore, uncertainty or ambiguity exists in this case, resulting in potential interoperability issue between gNB and UE.

	
	



with the draft CR reading as: 
	7.3.1.2.2	Format 1_1
[bookmark: _Toc29894846][bookmark: _Toc29899145][bookmark: _Toc29899563][bookmark: _Toc29917300][bookmark: _Toc36498174][bookmark: _Toc106629431][bookmark: _Toc45699200][bookmark: _Toc114216073]*** Unchanged text omitted ***
-	SCell dormancy indication – 0 bit if higher layer parameter dormancyGroupWithinActiveTime is not configured; otherwise 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 bits bitmap determined according to the number of different DormancyGroupID(s) provided by higher layer parameter dormancyGroupWithinActiveTime, where each bit corresponds to one of the SCell group(s) configured by higher layers parameter dormancyGroupWithinActiveTime, with MSB to LSB of the bitmap corresponding to the first to last configured SCell group in ascending order of DormancyGroupID. The field is only present when this format is carried by PDCCH on the primary cell within DRX Active Time and the UE is configured with at least two DL BWPs for an SCell.
If one-shot HARQ-ACK request is not present or set to '0', and if HARQ-ACK retransmission indicator is not present or set to '0', and all bits of frequency domain resource assignment are set to 0 for resource allocation type 0 or set to 1 for resource allocation type 1 or set to 0 or 1 for dynamic switch resource allocation type, this field is reserved and the following fields among the fields above are used for SCell dormancy indication, where each bit corresponds to one of the configured SCell(s), with MSB to LSB of the following fields concatenated in the order below corresponding to the SCell with lowest to highest SCell index 
-	Modulation and coding scheme of transport block 1 
-	New data indicator of transport block 1 
-	Redundancy version of transport block 1 
-	HARQ process number 
-	Antenna port(s) 
-	DMRS sequence initialization
*** Unchanged text omitted ***




0.1 1st round 
Moderator comments: 
· The moderator would like to note here, that similar discussions took place for Rel-18 MC-enh with respect to usage of DCI format 1_3. There is one small difference between 1_1 (in R17) and 1_3 (in R18)
· For DCI format 1_3 and HARQ CB re-tx triggering in R18, the UE needs to check the FDRA field when the triggering bit set to 1 as the invalid FDRA is used to define the cell whose MCS field is used to define the HARQ re-tx offset based on the following agreement: 
	[bookmark: _Hlk147750787]Agreement
For HARQ-ACK retransmission triggered by a DCI format 1_3, the MCS field of TB1 corresponding to a cell with smallest serving cell index among the co-scheduled cells with invalid FDRA field values is used to indicate the value of slot level offset l.
· Note: Cells with valid FDRA fields are scheduled


· For DCI format 1_1 and HARQ CB re-tx triggering, there is no need for the UE to check the FDRA field as the triggering bit set to 1 automatically means the PDSCH is not scheduled (and any FDRA value can be provided by the gNB). So in principle, the ambiguity in R17 could be prevented by gNB implementation - i.e. not indicating an ‘invalid’ FDRA if the triggering bit is set to ‘1’.  
· But clearly, some related discussion would be good to have here and the draft CR seems to be technically correct (assuming one does not want to rely on gNB implementation to prevent the ambiguity directly). 

Question1.1: Do you support discussing the issue during the meeting?
	Yes - support: 
	Vivo, Huawei, HiSilicon

	No - not support: 
	Samsung, Qualcomm, DOCOMO, Ericsson, CATT, Sharp, LG



Comments: 
	Company
	Comments 

	Samsung
	Agree with the analysis by the FL. It is trivial for a gNB to avoid a potential confusion and there is no essential correction to be made to the specifications.

	Qualcomm
	Our understanding is that network can already indicate all possible UE behaviours without causing any confusion
· To trigger HARQ-ACK retransmission, network sets {HARQ-ACK retransmission indicator = 1, the FDRA field indicating valid frequency domain resource allocation}
· To trigger SCell dormancy operation, network sets {HARQ-ACK retransmission indicator = 0 or absent, the FDRA field indicating invalid frequency domain resource allocation}
This means network never needs to use the combination of {HARQ-ACK retransmission indicator = 1, the FDRA field indicating invalid frequency domain resource allocation} that only causes the confusion. We believe this is the original intention for HARQ-ACK retransmission indication design and it should be assumed by reasonable network implementation. In other words, {HARQ-ACK retransmission indicator = 1, the FDRA field indicating invalid frequency domain resource allocation} is an error case that should never occur in the field.

	Nokia/NSB
	The issue can be prevented by gNB implementation as laid out by the moderator. Therefore, the change seems to be not absolutely needed. 

	DOCOMO
	We share same view as Qualcomm.

	Ericsson
	Agree with Qualcomm

	vivo
	We think the correction is similar as for distinguishing the DCI used for Type-3 codebook triggering from SCell dormancy indication, when the FDRA of a DCI format 1-1 indicates no PDSCH reception is scheduled (invalid). 
But if the majority think this can be avoided by gNB implementation. We are fine with it. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We should not assume the gNB is always smart to avoid any mistake especially for the cross-feature interoperation – considering the product guys realizing Dormancy are not the ones realizing URLLC, error case is easy to happen.

	CATT
	We agree with the analysis from moderator and we think no spec change is needed.

	ZTE
	The issue can be avoided by gNB implementation. So it seems this is not essential.

	Sharp
	Agree that this can be avoided by gNB implementation without spec change.



Question1.2: Do you support the change (draft CR) proposed by vivo in R1-2311082?
	Yes - support: 
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	No - not support: 
	No, Qualcomm, Nokia, Ericsson, CATT, ZTE, Sharp, LG



Comments (incl. header etc.): 
	Company
	Comments 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	





Issue#3: TPC for PUCCH in 38.213
0.2 Companies’ inputs 
The issue had been already discussed in RAN1#114bis, with the following agreement:
	Agreement
The PUCCH TPC parameter determination for less than 12 bits for HARQ-ACK codebook re-transmission and/or SPS deferral is based on 
· Option 3:  



But at RAN1#114bis, the group was not able to converge on a draft CR due to lack of time. But interested companies continued offline discussions on the draft CR led by CATT, which resulted in a common draft CR to this meeting co-sourced by several companies in the updated draft CR in R1-2312323 (please note, the draft CR was updated on Fri. Nov. 10th). 

The related draft CR in R1-2312323 by CATT, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung, Apple, Huawei, Ericsson, vivo notes the following reason for change: 
	Reason for change:
	In Rel-17 IIoT/URLLC, SPS deferral and HARQ-ACK codebook retransmission are supported. However, it is not clear how to determine PUCCH power control parameter  and  for a PUCCH with HARQ-ACK when SPS deferral and/or HARQ-ACK codebook retransmission are configured.

	
	

	Summary of change:
	Add the definition for  and  in clause 9.1.5 and 9.2.5.4 where the determination of   follows legacy operation for each HARQ-ACK information bits/codebook, and refer to clause 9.1.5 and 9.2.5.4 in clause 7.2.1.

	
	

	Consequences if not approved:
	Unclear UE behavior for PUCCH power control when SPS deferral and/or HARQ-ACK codebook retransmission are configured.

	
	

	Clauses affected:
	7.2.1, 9.1.5, 9.2.5.4

	
	

	
	Y
	N
	
	

	Other specs
	
	X
	 Other core specifications	
	TS/TR ... CR ... 

	affected:
	
	X
	 Test specifications
	TS/TR ... CR ... 

	(show related CRs)
	
	X
	 O&M Specifications
	TS/TR ... CR ... 

	
	

	Other comments:
	Isolated impact analysis
This CR has isolated impact on power control of PUCCH carrying HARQ-ACK information including HARQ-ACK for SPS deferral and/or HARQ-ACK retransmission. It is expected that the current implementations are according to the CR.



... and the following draft CR text:

	[bookmark: _Toc26719385][bookmark: _Toc29917270][bookmark: _Toc20311560][bookmark: _Toc36498144][bookmark: _Toc29899533][bookmark: _Toc145664275][bookmark: _Toc29894816][bookmark: _Toc45699170][bookmark: _Toc12021448][bookmark: _Toc29899115]7.2.1	UE behaviour
If a UE transmits a PUCCH on active UL BWP  of carrier  in the primary cell  using PUCCH power control adjustment state with index , the UE determines the PUCCH transmission power  in PUCCH transmission occasion  as
[image: ] [dBm]
where 
<Unchanged parts are omitted>
-	 is a PUCCH transmission power adjustment component on active UL BWP  of carrier  of primary cell 
-	For a PUCCH transmission using PUCCH format 0 or PUCCH format 1,  where 
-	 is a number of PUCCH format 0 symbols or PUCCH format 1 symbols for the PUCCH transmission as described in clause 9.2.
-	 for PUCCH format 0 
-	 for PUCCH format 1
-	For PUCCH format 0,  
-	For PUCCH format 1
-	if the PUCCH transmission provides multicast HARQ-ACK information according to the second HARQ-ACK reporting mode as described in clause 18, 
-	otherwise, , where  is a number of UCI bits in PUCCH transmission occasion  
-	For a PUCCH transmission using PUCCH format 2 or PUCCH format 3 or PUCCH format 4 and for a number of UCI bits smaller than or equal to 11, , where 
-	
-	 is a number of HARQ-ACK information bits that the UE determines as described in clause 9.1.2.1 or 16.5.1.1 for Type-1 HARQ-ACK codebook and as described in clause 9.1.3.1 or 9.1.3.3 or 16.5.2.1 for Type-2 HARQ-ACK codebook, or as described in clause 9.1.5 for HARQ-ACK codebook retransmission, or as described in clause 9.2.5.4 for deferring HARQ-ACK for SPS PDSCH.  is the same as  as described in clause 9.1.4 for Type-3 HARQ-ACK codebook. If the UE is not provided any of pdsch-HARQ-ACK-Codebook, pdsch-HARQ-ACK-Codebook-r16, or pdsch-HARQ-ACK-OneShotFeedback,  if the UE includes a HARQ-ACK information bit in the PUCCH transmission; otherwise, 
-	 is a number of SR information bits that the UE determines as described in clause 9.2.5.1
-	 is a number of CSI information bits that the UE determines as described in clause 9.2.5.2
-	 is a number of resource elements determined as , where  is a number of subcarriers per resource block excluding subcarriers used for DM-RS transmission, and  is a number of symbols excluding symbols used for DM-RS transmission, as defined in clause 9.2.5.2, for PUCCH transmission occasion  on active UL BWP  of carrier  of primary cell  
-	For a PUCCH transmission using PUCCH format 2 or PUCCH format 3 or PUCCH format 4 and for a number of UCI bits larger than 11, , where 
-	
-	
-	 is a number of HARQ-ACK information bits that the UE determines as described in clause 9.1.2.1 or 16.5.1.1 for Type-1 HARQ-ACK codebook and as described in clause 9.1.3.1 or 9.1.3.3 or 16.5.2.1 for Type-2 HARQ-ACK codebook, or as described in clause 9.1.4 for Type-3 HARQ-ACK codebook, or as described in clause 9.1.5 for HARQ-ACK codebook retransmission, or as described in clause 9.2.5.4 for deferring HARQ-ACK for SPS PDSCH. If the UE is not provided any of pdsch-HARQ-ACK-Codebook, pdsch-HARQ-ACK-Codebook-r16, or pdsch-HARQ-ACK-OneShotFeedback,  if the UE includes a HARQ-ACK information bit in the PUCCH transmission; otherwise, 
-	 is a number of SR information bits that the UE determines as described in clause 9.2.5.1
-	 is a number of CSI information bits that the UE determines as described in clause 9.2.5.2 
-	 is a number of CRC bits that the UE determines as described in clause 9.2
-	 is a number of resource elements that the UE determines as , where  is a number of subcarriers per resource block excluding subcarriers used for DM-RS transmission, and  is a number of symbols excluding symbols used for DM-RS transmission, as defined in clause 9.2.5.2, for PUCCH transmission occasion  on active UL BWP  of carrier  of primary cell .
<Unchanged parts are omitted>
[bookmark: _Toc137056396]9.1.5	HARQ-ACK codebook retransmission 
With reference to slots of PUCCH transmissions on the primary cell and for Type-1 or Type-2 HARQ-ACK codebooks, a UE that transmitted or would transmit a PUCCH or a PUSCH with a first HARQ-ACK codebook in slot  can be indicated by a DCI format with CRC scrambled by a C-RNTI or a MCS-C-RNTI that does not schedule a PDSCH reception [4, TS 38.212] and is received in a PDCCH ending in slot , to transmit a PUCCH with the first HARQ-ACK codebook in slot , where slot  is after slot . The UE determines  and a resource for the PUCCH transmission as described in clauses 9.2.3 and 9.2.5. If the UE is provided a periodic cell switching pattern for PUCCH transmissions by pucch-sSCellPattern, the UE further determines a corresponding cell based on the periodic cell switching pattern as described in clause 9.A.
If the HARQ-ACK retransmission indicator field value in the DCI format 1_1 or 1_2 is '1', the UE determines slot  as  where  is determined by a one-to-one mapping in ascending order among the values of the MCS field for transport block 1 in the DCI format 1_1 or the MCS field in the DCI format 1_2 and the values from -7 to 24.
If the DCI format 1_1 or 1_2 includes a priority indicator field having a value, a priority value of first HARQ-ACK information in the first HARQ-ACK codebook is same as the value of the priority indicator field; otherwise, the priority value of the first HARQ-ACK information is zero.
If a UE
-	is not provided coresetPoolIndex or is provided coresetPoolIndex with a value of 0 for first CORESETs on active DL BWPs of serving cells, and
-	is provided coresetPoolIndex with a value of 1 for second CORESETs on active DL BWPs of the serving cells, and
-	is provided ackNackFeedbackMode = separate
the first HARQ-ACK codebook is associated with the first CORESETs or with the second CORESETs, as described in clause 9, when the UE receives the PDCCH providing the DCI format in a CORESET from the first CORESETs or from the second CORESETs, respectively. 
If the UE would also multiplex in the PUCCH transmission in slot  a second HARQ-ACK codebook with second HARQ-ACK information of same priority value as for the first HARQ-ACK information in the first HARQ-ACK codebook, the UE appends the first HARQ-ACK codebook to the second HARQ-ACK codebook. The UE determines to multiplex the second HARQ-ACK information in the PUCCH transmission in slot  as described in clause 9.2.3.  is the total number of the first HARQ-ACK information bits and the second HARQ-ACK information bits if any.
If the UE performs a procedure for deferring first third HARQ-ACK information for SPS PDSCH receptions to slot , as described in clause 9.2.5.4, and the first third HARQ-ACK information has same priority value as a priority value indicated by the DCI format triggering the PUCCH transmission in slot , the UE multiplexes in the PUCCH transmission in slot  the firstsecond HARQ-ACK information with the priority value that results in slot  according to the procedure in this clause, by appending the first third HARQ-ACK information to the second first HARQ-ACK information. If the UE would also multiplex in the PUCCH transmission in slot  third the second HARQ-ACK information with the priority value, the UE appends the second first HARQ-ACK information followed by the first third HARQ-ACK information to the third second HARQ-ACK information. The UE determines to multiplex the third HARQ-ACK information in the PUCCH transmission in slot  as described in clause 9.2.3. is the total number of the first HARQ-ACK information bits, the second HARQ-ACK information bits if any and the third HARQ-ACK information bits if any.
If in slot  the UE would transmit a first PUCCH with first HARQ-ACK information over more than one slot and a second PUCCH with second HARQ-ACK information over one or more slots, where the first and second HARQ-ACK information have same priority value, the UE multiplexes in the PUCCH transmission in slot  one of
-	the first HARQ-ACK information if the first PUCCH starts at an earlier slot than the second PUCCH, or
-	the second HARQ-ACK information if the second PUCCH starts at an earlier slot than the first PUCCH.
If , the UE determines a number of HARQ-ACK information bits for obtaining a transmission power for a PUCCH, as described in clause 7.2.1, as  where 
-	 is the number of HARQ-ACK information bits that the UE determines as described in clause 9.1.2.1 or 9.1.3.1 for the first HARQ-ACK information bits
-	 is the number of HARQ-ACK information bits, if any, that the UE determines as described in clause 9.1.2.1 or 9.1.3.1 for the second HARQ-ACK information bits
-	 is determined as described in clause 9.1.2.1 or 9.1.3.1 for the third HARQ-ACK information bits for SPS PDSCH receptions deferred to slot , if any
<Unchanged parts are omitted>
[bookmark: _Toc137056407]9.2.5.4	UE procedure for deferring HARQ-ACK for SPS PDSCH 
If a UE is provided sps-HARQ-Deferral and, after performing the procedures in clauses 9 and 9.2.5 to resolve overlapping among PUCCHs and PUSCHs in a first slot, if any, the UE determines a PUCCH resource for a PUCCH transmission with first HARQ-ACK information bits for SPS PDSCH receptions that the UE would report for a first time, and the PUCCH resource
-	is provided by SPS-PUCCH-AN-List as described in clause 9.2.1, or by n1PUCCH-AN if SPS-PUCCH-AN-List is not provided
-	is not cancelled by an overlapping PUCCH or PUSCH transmission of larger priority index
-	overlaps with a symbol indicated as downlink by tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationCommon or tdd-UL-DL-ConfigDedicated, or indicated for a SS/PBCH block by ssb-PositionsInBurst, or belonging to a CORESET associated with a Type0-PDCCH CSS set 
the UE 
-	determines an earliest second slot and, after performing the procedures in clauses 9.2.1 and 9.2.3 to determine a PUCCH with third HARQ-ACK information bits including second HARQ-ACK information bits and then performing the procedures in clauses 9 and 9.2.5 to resolve overlapping among PUCCHs and PUSCHs, if any, a PUSCH or a PUCCH in the earliest second slot to multiplex the third HARQ-ACK information bits that include second HARQ-ACK information bits from the first HARQ-ACK information bits , where the second HARQ-ACK information bits correspond to SPS PDSCH configurations with sps-HARQ-Deferral values that are larger than or equal to a time difference, with reference to slots for PUCCH transmissions on the primary cell, between the second slot and the slot of the SPS PDSCH reception, if any
-	if the UE detects a DCI format in a PDCCH reception that triggers a PUCCH transmission with a Type-3 HARQ-ACK codebook in a slot as described in clause 9.1.4, the UE stops the procedure to determine the earliest second slot in the slot
-	if the UE is provided a periodic cell switching pattern for PUCCH transmissions by pucch-sSCellPattern, the UE determines the earliest second slot and a corresponding cell based on the periodic cell switching pattern as described in clause 9.A
-	if the UE multiplexes the second HARQ-ACK information in a PUSCH, or in a PUCCH using a resource that is not from SPS-PUCCH-AN-List, or from n1PUCCH-AN if SPS-PUCCH-AN-List is not provided, the UE stops the procedure to determine the earliest second slot in the slot
-	if the UE multiplexes the second HARQ-ACK information in a first PUCCH using a resource provided by SPS-PUCCH-AN-List, or by n1PUCCH-AN if SPS-PUCCH-AN-List is not provided, of smaller priority index and the UE drops the first PUCCH transmission due to an overlapping with a second PUSCH or PUCCH transmission of larger priority index, the UE stops the procedure to determine the earliest second slot in the slot
-	if the UE multiplexes the second HARQ-ACK information in a first PUCCH using a resource provided by SPS-PUCCH-AN-List, or by n1PUCCH-AN if SPS-PUCCH-AN-List is not provided, and the PUCCH transmission is not dropped due to an overlapping with a PUSCH or PUCCH transmission of larger priority and does not have any symbol that overlaps with a symbol indicated as downlink by tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationCommon or tdd-UL-DL-ConfigDedicated, or indicated for a SS/PBCH block by ssb-PositionsInBurst, or belonging to a CORESET associated with a Type0-PDCCH CSS set, the UE stops the procedure to determine the earliest second slot in the slot
-	the second HARQ-ACK information bits, generated as described in clause 9.1.2, are appended in ato fourth HARQ-ACK codebook information bits the UE generates as described in clauses 9.1.2, 9.1.2.1, 9.1.3.1, or 9.1.5
-	if the UE would receive a PDSCH providing a TB for a same HARQ process as a HARQ-ACK information bit from the second HARQ-ACK information bits prior to transmitting the PUCCH or the PUSCH, the UE does not include the HARQ-ACK information bit in the second HARQ-ACK information bits.
The UE does not expect to be provided both sps-HARQ-Deferral and nrofSlots or pucch-RepetitionNrofSlots for any PUCCH resource of same priority.
 is the number of the third HARQ-ACK information bits.
If , the UE determines a number of HARQ-ACK information bits for obtaining a transmission power for a PUCCH transmission in the second slot, as described in clause 7.2.1, as  where
-	 is the number of HARQ-ACK information bits, if any, that the UE determines as described in clause 9.1.2.1, 9.1.3.1 or 9.1.5 for the fourth HARQ-ACK information bits
-	 is determined as described in clause 9.1.2.1 or 9.1.3.1 for the second HARQ-ACK information bits






Apple in addition in their discussion document in R1-2311673 discusses, if a related clarification would also be needed for 9.2.5.3 in 38.213, with the following discussion there: 
	.....
One consideration of using  instead of the HARQ-ACK size is to avoid un-necessarily high transmission power of LTE PUCCH format 3 when the number of received PDSCHs is actually small.  
It can be observed NR uplink control channel design was shaped by multiple agenda items during Rel-15 and has been enhanced by multiple work items since then. Specifically on determination  of  , it was discussed in Rel-17 URLLC; it might be discussed elsewhere. An encyclopedic examination would be required if all cases were to be considered explicitly. A prudent way to handle  for multiple HARQ-ACK codebooks is to refer to the relevant specification for HARQ-ACK codebook which may contain the determination of   for that HARQ-ACK codebook.  

We have
Observation: for the determination of   for multiple HARQ-ACK codebooks, it is prudent to refer to relevant specification for each HARQ-ACK codebook in the determination procedure.
In TS 38.213 (v17.4.0), for power control for HARQ-ACK UCI at priority 1, the following text can be found. It is clear once the specification text is clarified with the agreement from RAN1 #114bis, the handling of HARQ-ACK codebooks at priority 1 from 9.2.5.3 is also covered by that. If there is any ambiguity in that understanding, we suggest RAN1 to clarify on that.
Proposal 2: Confirm the understanding that specification clarification from RAN1 #114bis covers the Clause 9.2.5.3 processing.
[bookmark: _Toc145664317]9.2.5.3	UE procedure for reporting UCI of different priorities
…
If a UE transmits a PUCCH that includes HARQ-ACK information bits of priority 0 and 1 using a PUCCH resource that includes PUCCH format 2, 3 or 4, the UE determines a power for the PUCCH transmission as described in clause 7.2.1 assuming that the PUCCH includes only UCI bits of priority 1, where . If bits,  or  when applicable as from 9.1.5 or 9.2.5.4  replaces  in the  calculation in clause 7.2.1; otherwise,  replaces  in the calculation in clause 7.2.1, .
…



 
 



0.3 1st round 
Moderator comment: 
· As this is clearly on open issue from the previous meeting, this is to be discussed. So let’s not waste any time on discussing if the ‘discussions is to take place here’
· Therefore, moderator has two different things to be checked already for the 1st round
1. Is the multi-company draft CR in R1-2312323 agreeable for the group?
2. Is there any additional action or specification change needed in clause 9.2.5.3 based on the document by Apple in R1-2311673?

Question 2.1: Do you support the multi-company draft CR in R1-2312323?
	Yes - support: 
	Samsung, Qualcomm, Nokia, DOCOMO, Ericsson, vivo, Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT, ZTE, Sharp

	No - not support: 
	



Comments: 
	Company
	Comments 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	




Question 2.2: Do you see a need for additional changes or clarifications to clause 9.2.5.3 (see the Apple discussions in R1-2311673)?
	Yes: 
	Apple

	No: 
	Samsung, Nokia, Ericsson, ZTE, Sharp



Comments: 
	Company
	Comments 

	Samsung
	It is unclear what change/clarification is needed. For UCI that includes HARQ-ACK for priority 0 and priority 1, the text in 9.2.5.3 relating to power control is complete. There is also no issue with HARQ-ACK CB retransmission, while SPS deferral and UCI multiplexing of different priorities are not jointly supported.
Maybe Apple can provide a draft CR text.


	QC
	We also feel 9.2.5.3 is clear enough. n_HARQ-ACK,1 is clearly mentioned there. Maybe Apple can provide a draft CR, as Samsung suggested. 

	Nokia
	As Samsung & AC, we thing that 9.2.5.3 is clear enough already. 

	Ericsson
	We share same view as others. The spec seems clear. If proponent provides CR, it would easier to assess whether the proposed change is necessary or not.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Share the view with others that R1-2312323 is crystal clear.

	ZTE
	Is there any case not covered by specification? If not covered, Apple can give an example?

	Apple
	It seems all companies agree the behavior with multiple CBs is supported and it is assumed that is covered by 9.2.5.3. One issue is “”  (as singular) is referred currently in 9.2.5.3, as we can see at times there are multiple  involved. Can we can clarify as 
9.2.5.3	UE procedure for reporting UCI of different priorities
…
If a UE transmits a PUCCH that includes HARQ-ACK information bits of priority 0 and 1 using a PUCCH resource that includes PUCCH format 2, 3 or 4, the UE determines a power for the PUCCH transmission as described in clause 7.2.1 assuming that the PUCCH includes only UCI bits of priority 1, where . If bits,  replaces  in the  calculation in clause 7.2.1; otherwise,  replaces  in the calculation in clause 7.2.1.



	
	

	
	




Issue#3: CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK dropping procedures in 38.213
0. Companies’ inputs 

Sharp in their discussion document in R1-2311954 discuss the following: 
	Joint coding of CG-UCI and HAQ-ACK is used when UE is provided cg-UCI-Multiplexing, and channel dropping is performed otherwise.
--- TS 38.213 section ---
9	UE procedure for reporting control information
…
In the remaining of this clause, a UE multiplexes UCIs with same priority index in a PUCCH or a PUSCH before considering limitations for UE transmission as described in clauses 11.1, 11.1.1, 11.2A, 15 and 17.2. A PUCCH or a PUSCH is assumed to have a same priority index as a priority index of UCIs a UE multiplexes in the PUCCH or the PUSCH.
…
When a UE would multiplex HARQ-ACK information in a PUSCH transmission that is configured by a ConfiguredGrantConfig, and includes CG-UCI [5, TS 38.212], the UE multiplexes the HARQ-ACK information in the PUSCH transmission if the UE is provided cg-UCI-Multiplexing; otherwise, if the HARQ-ACK information and the PUSCH have same priority index, the UE does not transmit the PUSCH and multiplexes the HARQ-ACK information in a PUCCH transmission or in another PUSCH transmission; if the HARQ-ACK information and the PUSCH have different priority indexes, the UE does not transmit the channel with the smaller priority index. 
…
--- End of TS 38.213 section ---

Although the first paragraph mentions the remaining of this clause is for UCI multiplexing on a channel of the same priority, the second paragraph mentions dropping when the UCI and PUSCH channels with different priorities.
The above behavior is first defined in Rel-16, where the CG-UCI and the HARQ-ACK should always have the same priority, and when UCI multiplexing with different priorities was not supported yet. But the later part of the second paragraph describes channels dropping when the PUSCH with CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK with the same priority and with different priorities.
Therefore, the first sentence and the second sentence in the paragraph have some conflicting information. 
· If the is cg-UCI-Multiplexing is only for PUSCH and HARQ-ACK with the same priority, the HARQ-ACK and PUSCH with different priority cases should not be present in the “otherwise” part. 
· With the dropping rules for PUSCH with the same priority or different priorities if the UE is not provided cg-UCI-Multiplexing, the first sentence may be interpreted as joint coding of HARQ-ACK and CG-UCI regardless of whether they have the same or different priorities. The CG-UCI has the same priority as the CG-PUSCH carrying the CG-UCI.

However, throughout the specification in TS38.212 and TS38.213, CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK joint coding is applied only when they have the same priority, which is missing in the current text. 




The related draft CR by Sharp in R1-2311955 notes the following reason for change: 
	Reason for change:
	For URLLC, multiplexing of UCIs with different priorities are specified. However, the condition with uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is not captured in some cases. Especially, the CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK with the same or differnet priority multiplexing on PUSCH is already supported in Rel-17. The current spec description is contradicting to each other unless the conditions for the channel dropping/multiplexing behaviores are added. Furthermore, it is better to clarify and align joint CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK multiplexing conditions in the standards.

	
	

	Summary of change:
	Additional conditions should be included to clarify the joint coding conditions and reflect the procedures already captured in the Rel-17 specifications when UCI multiplexing with different priorities is configured

	
	

	Consequences if not approved:
	The spec is ambigous, e.g. whether CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK with differnet priorites can be jointly coded, and the conditions to performed channel dropping or UCI multiplexing with different priorities.

	
	





... and the following draft CR text:
	[bookmark: _Hlk150600843]9	UE procedure for reporting control information
…
When a UE would multiplex HARQ-ACK information in a PUSCH transmission of the same priority that is configured by a ConfiguredGrantConfig, and includes CG-UCI [5, TS 38.212], the UE multiplexes the HARQ-ACK information in the PUSCH transmission if the UE is provided cg-UCI-Multiplexing; otherwise, if the HARQ-ACK information and the PUSCH have same priority index, the UE does not transmit the PUSCH and multiplexes the HARQ-ACK information in a PUCCH transmission or in another PUSCH transmission if uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is not configured; if the HARQ-ACK information and the PUSCH have different priority indexes, the UE does not transmit the channel with the smaller priority index if uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is not configured. 
…
========================= Unchanged parts =========================





0.5 1st round 
Moderator comments: 
· Let’s look a bit closer at this issue – and let’s use some color coding: 
	9	UE procedure for reporting control information
…
When a UE would multiplex HARQ-ACK information in a PUSCH transmission of the same priority that is configured by a ConfiguredGrantConfig, and includes CG-UCI [5, TS 38.212], the UE multiplexes the HARQ-ACK information in the PUSCH transmission if the UE is provided cg-UCI-Multiplexing; otherwise, if the HARQ-ACK information and the PUSCH have same priority index, the UE does not transmit the PUSCH and multiplexes the HARQ-ACK information in a PUCCH transmission or in another PUSCH transmission if uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is not configured; if the HARQ-ACK information and the PUSCH have different priority indexes, the UE does not transmit the channel with the smaller priority index if uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is not configured. 
…
========================= Unchanged parts =========================



· On the suggested addition of “of the same priority”
· The blue sentence is common for all cases (and should be applicable to cases of same & different priority), configured and not configured with cg-UCI-Multiplexing 
· if “of the same priority” is added based on the Sharp suggestion then the whole operation would be limited to same priority only, then the two cases would not be covered 
a. multiplexing HARQ of a different priority on the CG PUSCH for intra-priority multiplexing in the green part and 
b. the PHY prioritization in the grey part which is limited for different priority. 
· Therefore the moderator thinks, the addition of Sharp to the blue part would be not technically correct, as this would remove the cases of different priority inter-priority multiplexing in the green part AND basically rule out the grey part overall (the condition in the blue part would not have the case of different priority for the overall paragraph, the grey part would never be applicable) 
· If it is unclear /ambiguous from the first sentence, which priority the HARQ and the HARQ-ACK could have when looking at this paragraph, then maybe it would be even more technically correct to clarify that this includes same or different priority to make it clear that this includes same and different priority, i.e. 
	When a UE would multiplex HARQ-ACK information in a PUSCH transmission of the same or different priority that is configured by a ConfiguredGrantConfig, and includes CG-UCI [5, TS 38.212], ...


· On the suggested additions of “if uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is not configured”
· The addition could be clearly be done, but then at the same time, it is the moderator’s understanding, there is the red otherwise already, that separates the case of inter-priority multiplexing configured (green part), from the cases of inter-priority multiplexing being not configured (for same priority in yellow and different priority in grey). 
· Thus the addition could be done, but from moderator perspective does not seem to be absolutely needed. 

Question 3.1: Do you support discussing / treat the above during RAN1#115?
	Yes - support: 
	Qualcomm, Nokia/NSB, Ericsson (please see our comment and related agreement), CATT, ZTE, Sharp, LG

	No - not support: 
	



Comments: 
	Company
	Comments 

	
	

	
	

	
	




Question 3.2: Do you support (see a need for) a related clarification in 38.213?
	Yes - support: 
	Qualcomm, Nokia/NSB, vivo (maybe), Sharp

	No - not support: 
	Samsung, DOCOMO, Ericsson, Huawei, HiSilicon



Comments: 
	Company
	Comments 

	Qualcomm
	

The above is our understanding of the UE behaviour regarding HARQ-ACK mux on CG-PUCSH with CG-UCI. There are 5 cases: 
1. Same priority between HARQ-ACK and CG-PUSCH, CG-UCI-multiplexed enabled
2. Same priority between HARQ-ACK and CG-PUSCH, CG-UCI-multiplexed disabled
3. Different priority between HARQ-ACK and CG-PUSCH, uci-MuxWithDiffPrio disabled, CG-UCI-multiplexed enabled
4. Different priority between HARQ-ACK and CG-PUSCH, uci-MuxWithDiffPrio disabled, CG-UCI-multiplexed disabled
5. Different priority between HARQ-ACK and CG-PUSCH, uci-MuxWithDiffPrio enabled, CG-UCI-multiplexed enabled
6. Different priority between HARQ-ACK and CG-PUSCH, uci-MuxWithDiffPrio enabled, CG-UCI-multiplexed disabled
Behaviour in above table: 
Case 1: mux HARQ-ACK on PUSCH
Case 2: drop CG-PUSCH
Case 3: drop LP channel
Case 4: drop LP channel
Case 5: mux HARQ-ACK on PUSCH
Case 6: drop LP channel 

Spec behaviour: 
Case 1: mux HARQ-ACK on CG-PUSCH
Case 2: Drop PUSCH
Case 3: mux HARQ-ACK on CG-PUSCH
Case 4: drop LP channel
Case 5: Mux HARQ_ACK on CG-PUSCH
Case 6: drop LP channel

It seems to us that the spec behaviour for case 3 is not aligned with the expected behaviour, IF we agree UE should drop LP channel in case 3. 
Based on the above analysis, we think some clarify/medication of spec might be needed. However, we think Sharp’s CR might not cover all the 6 cases neither. We are open to discuss how to modify the spec. 


	Nokia/NSB
	Thanks to QC for pointing out the different cases to be captured. It seems that some change here may be needed for case 3 currently not captured.

	DOCOMO
	Firstly, we share same understanding as Qualcomm’s table on UE behaviors in all cases. However, we seem to have different understandings on the spec behavior for case 3.
According to section 9 in TS 38. 213 (see below), our understanding is: 
If uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is disabled, the UE would directly drop the LP channel. In other words, UE would not go to the branch of “When a UE would multiplex HARQ-ACK information in a PUSCH transmission of the same priority that is configured by a ConfiguredGrantConfig, and includes CG-UCI [5, TS 38.212],”. Therefore, it is clear to us that this part “the UE multiplexes the HARQ-ACK information in the PUSCH transmission if the UE is provided cg-UCI-Multiplexing;” only applies for above case 1 and case 5.

	When a UE determines overlapping for PUCCH and/or PUSCH transmissions of different priority indexes, other than PUCCH transmissions with SL HARQ-ACK reports, before considering limitations for transmissions including with repetitions, if any, as described in clauses 11.1, 11.1.1, 11.2A and 17.2, if the UE is not provided uci-MuxWithDiffPrio, the UE first resolves overlapping for PUCCH and/or PUSCH transmissions of smaller priority index as described in clauses 9.2.5 and 9.2.6. Then, 
-	if a transmission of a first PUCCH of larger priority index scheduled by a DCI format in a PDCCH reception would overlap in time with a repetition of a transmission of a second PUSCH or a second PUCCH of smaller priority index, the UE cancels the repetition of a transmission of the second PUSCH or the second PUCCH before the first symbol that would overlap with the first PUCCH transmission
-	if a transmission of a first PUSCH of larger priority index scheduled by a DCI format in a PDCCH reception would overlap in time with a repetition of the transmission of a second PUCCH of smaller priority index, the UE cancels the repetition of the transmission of the second PUCCH before the first symbol that would overlap with the first PUSCH transmission
where 
-	the overlapping is applicable before or after resolving overlapping among channels of larger priority index, if any, as described in clauses 9.2.5 and 9.2.6
-	any remaining PUCCH and/or PUSCH transmission after overlapping resolution is subjected to the limitations for UE transmission as described in clauses 11.1, 11.1.1, 11.2A and 17.2
-	the UE expects that the transmission of the first PUCCH or the first PUSCH, respectively, would not start before  after a last symbol of the corresponding PDCCH reception
-	is the PUSCH preparation time for a corresponding UE processing capability assuming  [6, TS 38.214], based on  and  as subsequently defined in this clause, and  is determined by a reported UE capability





	Ericsson

	The behaviour is table shown by QC is not consistent with the agreement.
The related agreement for this behaviour is:
Agreement (RAN1#106bis-e)
· When performing Intra-UE multiplexing procedure, if a PUCCH with HARQ-ACK overlaps with a CG-PUSCH and the cg-RetransmissionTimer is configured:
· If the HARQ-ACK and the CG-PUSCH have the same priority and the CG-PUSCH is selected for HARQ-ACK multiplexing:
· If cg-UCI-Multiplexing is enabled for that CG-PUSCH, HARQ-ACK would be multiplexed in CG-PUSCH.
· Otherwise, CG-PUSCH would be dropped.
· If the HARQ-ACK and the CG-PUSCH have different priority and the CG-PUSCH is selected for HARQ-ACK multiplexing:
· If multiplexing HARQ-ACK on the CG-PUSCH with different priority is not indicated, 
· The LP channel between PUCCH or CG-PUSCH would be dropped as in Rel-16.
· If multiplexing HARQ-ACK on the CG-PUSCH with different priority is indicated, 
· If cg-UCI-Multiplexing is enabled for that CG-PUSCH, HARQ-ACK would be multiplexed in CG-PUSCH.
· Otherwise, the LP channel would be dropped.

Case 3 and Case 4 mentioned by QC refer to the highlighted yellow. As you see, the spec is aligned with agreement.
Therefore, spec seems to be clear.

	vivo
	We agree with the moderator that the blue text should include the same or different priority cases, and also agree with QC’s understanding on the table. And our understanding for the blue text for different priority case is for when uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is configured, and the UE would multiplex HARQ-ACK information in a PUSCH transmission. 
But we are not sure whether there is ambiguity on the different priorities case is indeed included here or not according the following sentence before above paragraph in Clause 9: “In the remaining of this clause, the multiplexing or prioritization for overlapping channels are for overlapping channels with same priority index or for overlapping channels with a PUCCH carrying SL HARQ-ACK information unless stated otherwise.”
For the “otherwise”, our understanding is it includes the condition that the UE is NOT provided cg-UCI-Multiplexing, which includes the cases in yellow and grey sentences for the same and different priority for HARQ-ACK and PUSCH.
For yellow sentence of same priority, as long as the cg-UCI-Multiplexing is NOT configured, regardless of uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is configured or not, the CG PUSCH will be dropped and the HARQ-ACK will be transmitted in either PUCCH or multiplexed in another PUSCH.
For grey sentence of different priority, as long as the cg-UCI-Multiplexing is NOT configured, regardless of uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is configured or not, the channel with low priority will be dropped. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	In an earlier paragraph, it already describes the UE behaviour on multiplexing/dropping of cross priority UCI on PUSCH. In the CG-UCI paragraph, if UE “would” multiplex cross priority UCI on PUSCH (which is the outcome of the earlier paragraph), it continues to judge whether to eventually multiplex, by additionally considering whether cg-UCI-Multiplexing is provided. Based on this analysis, we do not see any issue on the current spec.

-	if // this is for cases the UE supports multiplexing information of different priorities in a PUCCH/PUSCH transmission
-	a PUCCH transmission with HARQ-ACK information, without repetitions, with smaller priority index overlaps with a PUCCH transmission only with HARQ-ACK information, without repetitions, with larger priority index, or 
……
the UE 
-	multiplexes HARQ-ACK information of different priority indexes and SR information of larger priority index, if any, in a same PUCCH transmission of larger priority index, or multiplexes HARQ-ACK information the UE would provide in a PUCCH transmission of smaller or larger priority index in a PUSCH transmission of larger or smaller priority index, respectively, and applies the procedures in clause 9.2.5.3 or 9.3, respectively, and
……
When a UE would multiplex HARQ-ACK information in a PUSCH transmission that is configured by a ConfiguredGrantConfig, and includes CG-UCI [5, TS 38.212], the UE multiplexes the HARQ-ACK information in the PUSCH transmission if the UE is provided cg-UCI-Multiplexing; otherwise, if the HARQ-ACK information and the PUSCH have same priority index, the UE does not transmit the PUSCH and multiplexes the HARQ-ACK information in a PUCCH transmission or in another PUSCH transmission; if the HARQ-ACK information and the PUSCH have different priority indexes, the UE does not transmit the channel with the smaller priority index.

	ZTE
	We agree the comment from FL on blue part. 
We also find for the case 3, the spec behaviour is to enable the multiplexing regardless the uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is provided/configured or not. This is the reason why Sharp wanted to add the same priority in the blue part.
We also share the same view as Samsung commented in next question that here ‘otherwise’ is for cg-UCI-Multiplexing is NOT configured, and the spec behaviour is clear.

	LG
	We agree with Qualcomm’s analysis and We are fine with addition on the blue part.

In our view, uci-MuxWithDiffPrio should have priority over cg-UCI-multiplexing. If uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is not configured, LP channel should be dropped in any cases. 



Question 3.3: Do you support the draft CR text / TP by Sharp in R1-2311955?
	Yes - support: 
	

	No - not support: 
	Samsung, Qualcomm, Nokia/NSB, DOCOMO, Ericsson, vivo Huawei, HiSilicon, ZTE



Comments (in general – especially on the provided draft CR text /header): 
	Company
	Comments 

	Samsung
	In addition to the analysis by the FL, the draft CR states for “consequences if not approved” that “The spec is ambigous, e.g. whether CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK with different priorites can be jointly coded, and the conditions to performed channel dropping or UCI multiplexing with different priorities”. 
We do not identify any such ambiguity. The paragraph is conditioned on “When a UE would multiplex HARQ-ACK information in a PUSCH transmission”. It is clear from other text when that happens (e.g. for same priority, or for different priorities if that is enabled and, in case of different cells and inter-band, if PUCCH+PUSCH is not) – e.g. the “. Given that the conditions for multiplexing are clear, whether the coding is joint or separate would depend on the priority and that is specified in 38.212. 
Also, the first “if uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is not configured” is redundant (since HARQ-ACK and PUSCH have same priority index). The second “if uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is not configured” is incorrect as the “otherwise” means cg-UCI-Multiplexing is not provided and then, in case of LP/HP collision, the LP is dropped even if uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is provided as there is no CG-UCI /HARQ-ACK multiplexing is a same PUSCH. 

	Qualcomm
	We think Sharp’s CR might not cover all the 6 cases neither. We are open to discuss how to modify the spec.

	Nokia/NSB
	Agree with QC. 

	DOCOMO
	Agree with Samsung.

	Ericsson
	Please check the agreement. It seems spec covers the agreement properly.

	vivo
	A simple correction can be following, if needed:
…
When a UE would multiplex HARQ-ACK information in a PUSCH transmission that is configured by a ConfiguredGrantConfig of the same priority and different priority, and includes CG-UCI [5, TS 38.212], the UE multiplexes the HARQ-ACK information in the PUSCH transmission if the UE is provided cg-UCI-Multiplexing; otherwise, if the HARQ-ACK information and the PUSCH have same priority index, the UE does not transmit the PUSCH and multiplexes the HARQ-ACK information in a PUCCH transmission or in another PUSCH transmission; if the HARQ-ACK information and the PUSCH have different priority indexes, the UE does not transmit the channel with the smaller priority index. 
…

	Sharp
	In the current specs throughout TS38.212 and 38.213, only same priority is supported for CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK multiplexing. The cg-UCI-Multiplexing parameter only appears when the UCI and channels have the same priority.  It seems like the uci-MuxWithDiffPrio will override the cg-UCI-Multiplexing parameter for UCI multiplexing with different priorities.
Separate coding of CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK with the same priority is not supported in existing specs. For same priority, either joint coding or dropping CG-UCI/PUSCJ. For different priorities, either channel dropping if uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is not configured or joint coding if uci-MuxWithDiffPrio is configured.
The CR tries to clarify the combination of uci-MuxWithDiffPrio and cg-UCI-Multiplexing parameters, and which parameter is considered first. Some of the cases discussed above were not covered in the current specs at least.
We are fine with the group’s common understanding and whether it needs to be clarified or not. 

	LG
	Fine to discuss further to cover all the cases. 

	
	

	
	




Input for 1st online discussion (Mon. Nov 13th)
Issue #1 – S-Cell dormancy indication & HARQ-ACK re-tx
· 7 companies think that there is no need for discussion, as the issue raised by vivo can be handled by gNB implementation (and there is no need to define error case handling).
· 2 companies think a clarification in the specification would be needed

Moderator suggestion: RAN1 to close the discussion on R1-2311081/R1-2311082 by vivo as no specification change seems to be needed. 


Issue #2: PUCCH TPC
All companies seems to be fine with the draft CR provided – status: 
Question 2.1: Do you support the multi-company draft CR in R1-2312323?
	Yes - support: 
	Samsung, Qualcomm, Nokia, DOCOMO, Ericsson, vivo, Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT, ZTE, Sharp

	No - not support: 
	



Moderator proposal: Endorse the draft CR to 38.213 in R1-2312323


There had been a further TDoc by Apple with the question on a need for clarification in R1-2311673
· 5 Companies think no changes or clarifications are needed – only the proponent thinks further discussion are needed

Moderator suggestion: RAN1 to close the discussion on R1-2311673 by Apple as no specification change seems to be needed. 

Issue #3: CG-UCI and inter-priority HARQ multiplexing 
Looking at the situation, it seems that companies are fine with discussing this issue. Looking at the responses by companies, the draft CR text by Sharp seems to be not acceptable, so further offline discussions on clarifications will be needed. 

Moderator proposal: Continue the discussion on Issue #3

1
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