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Introduction
In RAN1#107-e, overall progress on Rel-17 coverage enhancement WI was good, however there is one controversial issue on UCI multiplexing with TBoMS (TB processing over multiple slots). It was discussed extensively during RAN1#107-e including different possible compromise proposals without agreement. 

Discussion
[bookmark: _GoBack]Out of multiple options, options B and C were selected for further down-selection. Further compromise proposals were discussed up until last minute of the last GTW session. As companies were not willing compromise and give up their views, no agreements reached on UCI multiplexing with TBoMS. It is proposed to discuss this issue in RAN#94-e, however in our view, RAN is not in position to discuss technical details and the compromise proposals which opened up more questions. If RAN to make decision, it should be based on the two options, i.e. option B and C, which had been stable and clearly understood by companies.  · Option B: the index of the starting coded bit in the circular buffer is the index continuous from the position of the last bit selected in the previous allocated slot [7]:
· Interdigital [14], Huawei/HiSi [3], ZTE [5], China Telecom [11], Intel [15], OPPO [9], LGE* [28].
· Option C: the index of the starting coded bit in the circular buffer is the index continuous from the position of the last bit selected in the previous allocated slot, regardless of whether UCI multiplexing occurred in the previous allocated slot or not [16]:
· CMCC [12], NEC [25], Samsung [19], Sharp [24], Ericsson [22], NTTDOCOMO [26], Apple [16], Qualcomm [17], MediaTek [20], Nokia/NSB [21], vivo [6], Spreadtrum [23], Fujitsu [10], CATT [8], Panasonic [16], LGE* [28].



There are differences between option B and option C only when UCI payload is more than 2 bits. If there is no consensus on either option B or option C, then multiplexing of UCI with more than two bits on TBoMS is not supported in Rel-17. However, in Rel-15/16 spec UCI is multiplexed by puncturing if the payload is 1~2 bits, at least same mechanism can be supported for TBoMS. Hence, we have following proposal:
Proposal:
· For UCI multiplexing with TBoMS, down select between option B and C;
· If no consensus can be reached, at least support multiplexing of UCI payload of 1~2 bits by puncturing TBoMS in a slot;
· Rel-17 Coverage Enhancement WI is declared functionally completed from RAN1 perspective.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK14][bookmark: OLE_LINK13]Conclusions
In this paper we discussed one remaining issue of UCI multiplexing with TBoMS, if RAN#94-e to make decision on this issue, down selection between option B and C can be done, or multiplexing of UCI with payload larger than 2 bits with TBoMS is not supported. We have following proposal:
Proposal:
· For UCI multiplexing with TBoMS, down select between option B and C;
· If no consensus can be reached, at least support multiplexing of UCI payload of 1~2 bits by puncturing TBoMS in a slot;
· Rel-17 Coverage Enhancement WI is declared functionally completed from RAN1 perspective.

