3GPP TSG-RAN WG1 Meeting #101											R1-2004834
e-meeting, May 25th – June 5th, 2020

Agenda Item:	7.2.1
Source:			Moderator (ZTE)
Title:			Summary of email discussion [101-e-NR-2step-RACH-02]
Document for:	Discussion
[bookmark: _Ref129681862][bookmark: _Ref124589705][bookmark: _Ref129681832]Introduction
This document is intended to address the following remaining issues by email discussion.
[101-e--NR-2step-RACH-02] Email discussion/approval w.r.t. the following issues that need clarifications and discussions, i.e., as in R1-2003457:
· #6. Correction on the new PRACH configuration index
· #9. Clarification on the guard period between POs
· #10. CFRA related issues
by 05/29, with potential TP by 6/4 – Li (ZTE)

Based on the discussions, the following agreements are achieved. The latest TPs with CR-cover-page	-like details are captured in Section 5.
Agreements:
· Adopt the latest TP#1a (TS 38.211, Section 6.3.3.2) to correct the description of the new PRACH configuration index in 38.213.
· Note: RAN1 may discuss further on an editorial TP regarding msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew based on the outcome of 38.331 CR.
· Adopt the latest TP#3a (38.214, 6.1.2) to clarify the TDRA/FDRA allocation in 38.214.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Correction on the new PRACH configuration index (issue#6)
There are 3 contributions mentioned that the new PRACH configuration index is not correctly captured in the current spec. 

The related TPs proposed by ZTE [3455] and Huawei [3503] are identical, with the intention to remove the redundant parameter for table 6.3.3.2-2 and 6.3.3.2-4. 
-----------------------------Text proposal #1a starts for TS 38.211, Section 6.3.3.2 --------------------------
6.3.3.2	Mapping to physical resources
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
Random access preambles can only be transmitted in the time resources obtained from Tables 6.3.3.2-2 to 6.3.3.2-4 and depends on FR1 or FR2 and the spectrum type as defined in [8, TS38.104]. The PRACH configuration index in Tables 6.3.3.2-2 to 6.3.3.2-4 is
-	for Table 6.3.3.2-3 given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured, otherwise by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex, or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured; and
-	for Tables 6.3.3.2-2 and 6.3.3.2-4 given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex, or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured.
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
---------------------------- Text proposal #1a ends for TS 38.213, Section 6.3.3.2 ----------------------------


The TP proposed by Docomo in [3481] made more editorial changes to separate the description for 2-step RACH and 4-step RACH.
	-----------------------------Text proposal #1b starts for TS 38.211, Section 6.3.3.2 --------------------------
6.3.3.2	Mapping to physical resources
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
Random access preambles can only be transmitted in the time resources obtained from Tables 6.3.3.2-2 to 6.3.3.2-4 and depends on FR1 or FR2 and the spectrum type as defined in [8, TS38.104]. The PRACH configuration index in Tables 6.3.3.2-2 to 6.3.3.2-4 is
-	for Table 6.3.3.2-3
-	for type-2 random access procedure if both msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew are not configured or for a type-1 random access procedure, given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured, otherwise by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex, or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured; and
-	otherwise, given by the higher-layer parameter msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured, otherwise by the higher-layer parameter msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex; and
-	for Tables 6.3.3.2-2 and 6.3.3.2-4 given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex if configured for a type-2 random access procedure and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured. 
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
---------------------------- Text proposal #1b ends for TS 38.213, Section 6.3.3.2 ----------------------------




Proposal 1:
· Down-select between TP#1a and TP#1b, to correct the description of the new PRACH configuration index in 38.213.

Any comments?
	Company
	Which TP is preferred?
	Comments

	Samsung
	1a
	If I understand correctly, both TP has same outcome.
So 1a is preferred, as it is has less edit change; more neat;

	Ericsson
	1a
	

	Intel
	1a
	TP 1a is cleaner.

	Spreadtrum
	1a
	Spreadtrum

	CATT
	1a
	TP#1a is simple way to handle wrong captured issue on new PRACH configuration index.

	OPPO
	1a
	1a is more concise

	Nokia
	1a
	Simple correction which will implement the intended behavior.

	NTT DOCOMO
	1b
	The intention of 1b is to resolve several points:
· Removing msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew for tables 6.3.3.2-2 and 6.3.3.2-4 (this can be resolve by 1a as well)
· Clarify that a UE should use either msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex or msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew 
(the current spec is “given by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured”.)
· Clarify that either prach-ConfigurationIndexNew or prach-ConfigurationIndex is applied for 2-step RACH if both msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew are not configured.

Thus, we do not think that TP 1a is sufficient. If we go with 1a, at least following modification is needed in order to resolve above second point. This is just aligning the description of msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew with that for prach-ConfigurationIndex and prach-ConfigurationIndexNew.

-	for Table 6.3.3.2-3 given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured, otherwise by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex, or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured, otherwise by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured; and
-	for Tables 6.3.3.2-2 and 6.3.3.2-4 given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex, or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured.

Even based on above TP, above third point cannot be resolved, but we believe it might be resolved by other way, e.g., RRC parameter description.

	Apple
	1a
	It’s clear and simple.

	Qualcomm
	1a
	

	vivo
	1a
	

	Sony
	1b
	It is useful to differentiate the default parameters for Type 1 and Type 2 

	Moderator (ZTE)
	
	10 companies support TP#1a because it is simpler, and 2 companies support TP#1b and believe that there is still some ambiguity between the indexes for 2-step RACH and 4-step RACH in the first sub-bullet.
With the above clarified intention, please take a further review of the additional change made by DOCOMO on top of TP#1a and see if it is agreeable?
-	for Table 6.3.3.2-3 given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured, otherwise by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex, or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured, otherwise by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured; and
-	for Tables 6.3.3.2-2 and 6.3.3.2-4 given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex, or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured.


	Samsung 
	
	Thx DCM for the further explain, but our understanding of 1a is that original wording using “and” should not be problematic.
Because the paragraph is to general describe the applicable range of PRACH configuration index. So the “or” is used between 4step and 2step, and the “and” is used within same type. UE will anyway use one of them when come to use the configured prach configuration index.

	NTT DOCOMO
	
	Thanks Samsung for explanation. However, we still think it is unclear since the sentence for 4-step RACH is:
“prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured, otherwise by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex”
but on the other hand the sentence for 2-step RACH is different as:
“by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex
 and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured”.
The difference leads confusing on understanding it. The updated TP is just to align the sentence between 4-step RACH and 2-step RACH, and should be simple, which is one we can compromise although our first preference was to include the clarification of default parameter as mentioned above.

	CATT
	
	First of all, we need check whether  RRC parameter is changed or not in RRC spec (38.331g00) and latest CR RAN2-2002380.
I only find out msgA-prach-ConfigurationInde-r16 for 2step RACH and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew can’t be found in spec (38.331g00) and latest CR RAN2-2002380.
And the name “prach-ConfigurationIndexNew” is changed for “prach-ConfigurationIndex-v16xy” in spec (38.331g00) and latest CR RAN2-2002380.
If my understanding is correct,  I would like to propose further modification as below
-	for Table 6.3.3.2-3 given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndexNew prach-ConfigurationIndex-v16xy if configured, otherwise by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex, or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured, otherwise by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured; and
-	for Tables 6.3.3.2-2 and 6.3.3.2-4 given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex, or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured.

	Ericsson
	
	It seems the updated TP from Docomo is to try to also prioritize msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew over msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex.
If it’s needed, it’s fine from our side.

	Nokia
	
	According to our RAN2 delegate, the latest RAN2 draft update for 38.331 would be R2-2005303.
From this latest CR, there is no msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew, since the range of msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex has been extended:
RACH-ConfigGenericTwoStepRA-r16 ::=     SEQUENCE {
    msgA-PRACH-ConfigurationIndex-r16       INTEGER (0..262)                                                OPTIONAL, -- Cond 2StepOnly
Hence, the proposed text for 38.221 should preferably be:
-	for Table 6.3.3.2-3 given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured, otherwise by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex, or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured, otherwise by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex if configuredand msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured; and
-	for Tables 6.3.3.2-2 and 6.3.3.2-4 given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex, or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured.




Clarification on the guard period between POs (issue #9)
It is proposed by vivo in [3365] to clarify that the guard period configured by guardPeriodMsgAPUSCH is applied for each PUSCH occasion in each PUSCH slot. And the following TP#2 is proposed to correct the description in 38.213.


Proposal 2:
· Adopt TP#2 to clarify the guard period between POs in 38.213.
 
	---------------------------------Text proposal #2 starts for TS 38.213, Section 8.1A --------------------------------
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
Consecutive PUSCH occasions within  consecutive each slots are separated by guardPeriodMsgAPUSCH symbols and have same duration. A number  of time domain PUSCH occasions in each slot is provided by nrofMsgAPOperSlot and a number  of consecutive slots that include PUSCH occasions is provided by nrofSlotsMsgAPUSCH. 
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
------------------------------- Text proposal #2 ends for TS 38.213, Section 8.1A -----------------------------------



Any comments?
	Company
	Agree with the proposal or not?
	Comment

	Samsung 
	No
	My understanding is that, the original wording has the same meaning.

	Ericsson
	No
	Regarding the guard period we agreed, I remember it was mainly to address the concern on the guard between POs within a slot, i.e. when multiple POs are configured, how to make sure they’re separated by a gap.
For the first or last PO (or the single PO) in a slot, it can be up to the “start”, “length” configuration in TDRA table or SLIV to make sure there’re some gaps between POs cross the slots. 
So, the original wording in the spec. is enough and accurate.

	Intel
	No
	Do not see much difference between current spec and updated TP.

	Spreadtrum 
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	Current spec is clear to describe PUSCH occasions assignment

	OPPO
	Not needed
	I agree with the intention is try to clarify the GAP among slot boundary on top of current specification, but I share same view with Ericssion that it can be by proper configuration. 

	Nokia
	No
	Original wording is enough. It is up to gNB to configure properly such that the guard period, if needed, is introduced at the end of each slot if multiple PO slots are configured.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Further discuss or keep the current spec
	In our understanding, this intention is to ensure the gap between POs across slot boundary. This might be useful in some cases for efficient configuration of PO and guard period. However, if this is applied, the impact by it should be considered, e.g., the number of POs within a slot might be impacted. In this stage, we are fine to keep the current spec.

	Apple
	Agree 
	Current spec only mentions the guard period in the slot, cross slot guard period is not touched.

	Qualcomm
	Not needed.
	The description in current spec (TS 38.213, V16.1.0) is clear enough.

	vivo
	
	Although our preference is to clarify the gap is applied for all the PO(s) within and across slots, we are OK to keep the spec as it is if there is common understanding among companies.  

	Sony
	No
	We do not think the proposed additional text changes the meaning of the sentence.

	Moderator (ZTE)
	
	It seems after the clarification of the common understanding, the original proponent company is also fine to keep the spec as it is.
So we can conclude that TP#2 is not needed.



CFRA related issues (issue #10)
There are three TPs proposed by Ericsson in [4349] to capture some CFRA related clarifications in RAN1 spec, including the FDRA (TP#3a), scrambling (TP#3b), and TDRA table (TP#3c).

Proposal 3a:
· Adopt TP#3a to clarify the FDRA allocation in 38.214.
---------------------------------Text proposal #3a starts for TS 38.214, Section 6.1.2.2 --------------------------------
6.1.2.2	Resource allocation in frequency domain
The UE shall determine the resource block assignment in frequency domain using the resource allocation field in the detected PDCCH DCI except for a PUSCH transmission scheduled by a RAR UL grant or fallbackRAR UL grant, in which case the frequency domain resource allocation is determined according to clause 8.3 of [6, 38.213] or a MsgA PUSCH transmission with frequency domain resource allocation determined according to clause 8.1AX.Y of [6, 38.213] respectively. Three uplink resource allocation schemes type 0, type 1 and type 2 are supported. Uplink resource allocation scheme type 0 is supported for PUSCH only when transform precoding is disabled. Uplink resource allocation scheme type 1 and type 2 are supported for PUSCH for both cases when transform precoding is enabled or disabled.
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
---------------------------------Text proposal #3a ends for TS 38.214, Section 6.1.2.2 --------------------------------


Any comments?
	Company
	Agree with the proposal or not?
	Comment

	Samsung 
	Yes
	This seems needed.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes/No
	Agree with the intention. 
But it would be good to simply add “or clause 8.1A, respectively”. MsgA PUSCH is one type of PUSCH. 

	Spreadtrum 
	Yes 
	Agree with the modification suggested by Intel.

	CATT
	Agree
	 We are fine with modified TP “or clause 8.1A, respectively” from Intel

	OPPO
	supported
	Fine with the intention and TP

	Nokia
	Yes
	This seems needed.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	We prefer the original TP since MsgA PUSCH transmission is not scheduled by a RAR UL grant.

	Apple
	Yes
	The proposed TP is fine.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	OK to have the TP suggested by Ericsson.

	vivo
	Yes
	The proposed TP is fine.

	Ericsson
	
	Just want to point out that if we simply add “or clause 8.1A, respectively”, the “in which case” will also be applied for MsgA PUSCH, while here the “case” is only for “a PUSCH transmission scheduled by a RAR UL grant or fallbackRAR UL grant”, i.e. Msg3. So original TP is needed to make it clear that this is not a RAR/fallback RAR scheduled PUSCH.

	Sony
	Yes
	

	Moderator (ZTE)
	
	It seems the original TP is agreeable. So TP#3a will be proposed for approval.

	Intel
	
	We are fine with the proposal from moderator. 




Proposal 3b:
· Adopt TP#3b to clarify the scrambling of MsgA PUSCH in 38.211.
[bookmark: _Toc19796417][bookmark: _Toc26459643][bookmark: _Toc29230292][bookmark: _Toc36026551]---------------------------------Text proposal #3b starts for TS 38.211, Section 6.3.1.1--------------------------------
6.3.1.1	Scrambling
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
The scrambling sequence generator shall be initialized with 

where

-	 equals the higher-layer parameter dataScramblingIdentityPUSCH if configured and the RNTI equals the C-RNTI, MCS-C-RNTI, SP-CSI-RNTI or CS-RNTI, and the transmission is not scheduled using DCI format 0_0 in a common search space;
[bookmark: _Hlk26377062][bookmark: _Hlk26377073]-	 equals the higher-layer parameter msgA-dataScramblingIdentity if configured and the PUSCH transmission is triggered by a Type-2 contention-based random access procedure as described in clause 8.1A of [5, TS 38.213];

-	 otherwise
-	 is the index of the random-access preamble transmitted for mMsgA as described in clause 5.1.3A of [11, TS 38.321]
and where [image: ] equals the RA-RNTI for mMsgA in contention-based random access or C-RNTI for MsgA in contention-free random access, and otherwise corresponds to the RNTI associated with the PUSCH transmission as described in clause 6.1 of [6, TS 38.214] and clause 8.3 of [5, TS 38.213].
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
---------------------------------Text proposal #3b starts for TS 38.211, Section 6.3.1.1--------------------------------


Any comments?
	Company
	Agree with the proposal or not?
	Comment

	Samsung 
	No.
	For bit level scrambling, there is no need to separate case of CFRA and CBRA; since even in CFRA, using RA-RNTI (maybe the real TP needed is changing “RA-RNTI” to “MsgB-RNTI”) is good enough.  	 

	Ericsson
	Yes.
	Since in CFRA, both UE and gNB know the C-RNTI for this UE, C-RNTI (i.e. “the RNTI associated with the PUSCH transmission”) should be used for the PUSCH data scrambling.
If companies think “or C-RNTI for MsgA in contention-free random access” are covered by “the RNTI associated with the PUSCH transmission”, we’re also fine. But the RA-RNTI (not MsgB-RNTI) is only needed for CBRA case which was agreed before we started discussing CFRA in RAN1.

	Intel
	No
	The updated TP is not aligned with the following agreement. 
 Agreements:
· The initialization ID for msgA PUSCH scrambling is:
· cinit = RA-RNTI216+RAPID210+nID
· nID is a cell-specific higher-layer parameter if configured; otherwise nID =NIDcell 
· RA-RNTI is as same as Rel.15 
· FFS whether or not to replace the RAPID by DMRS index, if 1-to-multiple mapping between preambles and PRUs is supported.

	Spreadtrum 
	No 
	CFRA is included in the case of the RNTI associated with the PUSCH transmission

	CATT
	No needed
	For CFRA,  can be used for indicating the correlation between RACH and PUSCH and RA-RNTI is also used for CFRA because gNB knows MSGA preamble and PUSCH is dedicated for handover with CFRA and gNB will response MSGB with C-RNTI

	OPPO
	Not needed
	It is not align with the agreement as intel said. There is no clear motivation for the change


	Nokia
	Yes
	MsgA PUSCH scrambling should be with the associated RNTI for the transmission. Since UE knows the C-RNTI for CFRA this is the RNTI to be used here. The separation between CBRA and CFRA is needed here.

	NTT DOCOMO
	No
	We do not see why CFRA is separated from CBRA.

	Apple
	No
	Don’t see the strong motivation to update the spec.  

	Qualcomm
	Not needed.
	It is not necessary to complicate UE’s procedure for msgA transmission. The formula in current spec (TS 38.211, V16.1.0) is sufficient to support msgA PUSCH scrambling for both 2-step CBRA and 2-step CFRA.  

	vivo
	No
	We don’t see there is necessity to separate CFRA from CBRA.  

	Ericsson
	
	The agreements copied from Intel is at the time when we haven’t even discussed anything related CFRA in RAN1 and the agreement is only intended for CBRA case in which the C-RNTI is not known. 
But in case of CFRA, there’s no contention and the C-RNTI is known by both UE and network, we do not see a reason to apply a RA-RNTI and a new (compared to normal C-RNTI addressed PUSCH) formula for PUSCH data scrambling while the C-RNTI is already known, so legacy formula for the calculation of should be used with C-RNTI.
@Qualcomm, what do you mean complicate UE’s procedure for MsgA transmission? With C-RNTI, it will simplify the MsgA PUSCH transmission since UE will reuse the formula for a normal PUSCH. We’re not proposing new formulas for 2-step CFRA, we just do not see a necessity to use new formula (introduced to MsgA PUSCH in 2-step CBRA) for a PUSCH transmission when C-RNTI is already known.
Hope this clarifies. 

	Sony
	No
	For bit level scrambling use the same RNTI for both CBRA and CFRA

	Moderator (ZTE)
	
	Supported by 2 companies and objected by 9 companies.
In the last meeting, we discussed a lot for CFRA, and it seems the majority view is not to introduce functional change in RAN1 spec. Seems this can be concluded as an optimization issue? If there is no problem to use RA-RNTI for CFRA, we may keep it as it is?

	Samsung 
	
	Agree with moderator. We can keep it as it is.

	Ericsson
	
	This is not an optimization, and this TP is to try not to optimize the data scrambling for MsgA PUSCH when C-RNTI is already known. And the optimization (using RA-RNTI and preamble id) is only needed for CBRA.
Besides the intention to make the MsgA PUSCH scrambling in CFRA and CBRA to use same new formula, does any company see a technical reason to use RA-RNTI, preamble ID for a PUSCH scrambling while C-RNTI is already known?
Or do companies think C-RNTI may be not known in 2-step CFRA? If yes, we are also fine to ask RAN2 about this before we make any conclusion since this is related to CFRA.

	Nokia
	
	We think it might be better to ask for clarification from RAN2 before making any firm decision on the scrambling for CFRA.

	Intel
	
	Support proposal from moderator. 
We understand that for CFRA 2-step RACH, C-RNTI is known at UE. However, we would like to understand whether there is an issue to apply same formula for PUSCH scrambling for CBRA? Note that for CFRA, C-RNTI is already included in MsgA PUSCH MAC CE, we do not see the need to additionally apply C-RNTI for MsgA PUSCH scrambling, which seems redundant functionality. 
Further, it is unclear to us why we need to treat CFRA and CBRA 2-step RACH in different ways. 




Proposal 3c:
· Adopt TP#3c to clarify the TDRA table for CFRA in 38.214.
[bookmark: _Toc11352144][bookmark: _Toc20318034][bookmark: _Toc27299932][bookmark: _Toc29673205][bookmark: _Toc29673346][bookmark: _Toc29674339][bookmark: _Toc36645569]------------------------------Text proposal #3c starts for TS 38.214, Section 6.1.2.1.1--------------------------------
6.1.2.1.1	Determination of the resource allocation table to be used for PUSCH
[bookmark: _Hlk512342368]<Unchanged Text Omitted>
Table 6.1.2.1.1-1 of 38.214: Applicable PUSCH time domain resource allocation for common search space and DCI format 0_0 in UE specific search space
[bookmark: _Hlk512342651]RNTI
PDCCH search space
pusch-ConfigCommon includes pusch-TimeDomainAllocationList
pusch-Config includes pusch-TimeDomainAllocationList
PUSCH time domain resource allocation to apply
PUSCH scheduled by MAC RAR as described in clause 8.2 of [6, TS 38.213] or MAC fallback RAR as described in clause X.Y of [6, 38.213] or for MsgA PUSCH transmission in contention based random access
No
-
Default A

Yes

pusch-TimeDomainAllocationList provided in pusch-ConfigCommon
C-RNTI, MCS-C-RNTI, TC-RNTI, CS-RNTI
Any common search space associated with CORESET 0
No
-
Default A


Yes

pusch-TimeDomainAllocationList provided in pusch-ConfigCommon
C-RNTI, MCS-C-RNTI, TC-RNTI, CS-RNTI, SP-CSI-RNTI
Any common search space not associated with CORESET 0,
DCI format 0_0 in
UE specific search space,
Or MsgA PUSCH transmission in contention free random access
No
No
Default A


Yes
No
pusch-TimeDomainAllocationList provided in pusch-ConfigCommon 


No/Yes
Yes
pusch-TimeDomainAllocationList provided in pusch-Config
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
------------------------------Text proposal #3c ends for TS 38.214, Section 6.1.2.1.1--------------------------------


Any comments?
	Company
	Agree with the proposal or not?
	Comment

	Samsung
	No
	First, one edit change reminded by previous TP, “as described in clause X.Y of [6, 38.213]  as described in clause X.Y8.1A of [6, 38.213] ;”
Second, for the UE doing 2step CFRA, it is during handover, and since the UE has not yet connected to the neighboring cell, so the handover command will give a “serving cell config” information, rather than the “pusch-Config includes pusch-TimeDomainAllocationList”; thus we think the “MsgA PUSCH transmission in contention free random access” will belong to the first row case as well. Then the separation of CBRA and CFRA is not needed.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Agree that X.Y update is needed by editor.
[bookmark: _Hlk41315707]But, based on the RRC spec., pusch-Config is possible to be included in ServingCellConfig, pleased find the details below. So, the TP #3c is needed.

ServingCellConfig information element
-- ASN1START
-- TAG-SERVINGCELLCONFIG-START

ServingCellConfig ::=               SEQUENCE {
. . . 
    uplinkConfig                        UplinkConfig                                                            OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
}

UplinkConfig ::=                    SEQUENCE {
    initialUplinkBWP                    BWP-UplinkDedicated                                         OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
. . . 
}

UplinkConfig ::=                    SEQUENCE {
    initialUplinkBWP                    BWP-UplinkDedicated                                         OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
…
}

BWP-UplinkDedicated ::=             SEQUENCE {
    pucch-Config                        SetupRelease { PUCCH-Config }                                   OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
    pusch-Config                        SetupRelease { PUSCH-Config }                                   OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
…
}
PUSCH-Config ::=                        SEQUENCE {
…
pusch-TimeDomainAllocationList          SetupRelease { PUSCH-TimeDomainResourceAllocationList }             OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
…
}

	Intel
	No
	Not sure whether we need to distinguish between CFRA and CBRA. 

	CATT
	No needed
	CFRA mechanism is under discussion in RAN#2. After there is conclusion on CFRA in RAN#2, we check again whether TDRA related TP is necessary or not based on conclusion in RAN#2.
In addition, we need also consider the rule “no RAN1 spec impact” for CFRA case.

	OPPO
	Not needed
	There is no clear motivation to distinguish between CFRA and CBRA

	Nokia
	Yes
	Would agree with Ericsson analysis and hence the separation between CFRA and CBRA would be needed here.

	NTT DOCOMO
	No
	We do not see why we need to distinguish between CFRA and CBRA. We are fine to discuss further after RAN2 work if necessary.

	Apple
	No
	Not clear the motivation to differentiate the CBRA and CFRA.

	Qualcomm
	Not needed
	

	vivo
	No
	Not clear the motivation to differentiate the CBRA and CFRA.

	Ericsson
	
	Just to clarify that the motivation is to allow the UE to use (instead of discarding it) UE dedicated TDRA tables signaled in pusch-Config in case of CFRA. And actually this PUSCH is a C-RNTI addressed PUSCH as we discussed in section proposal 3b, and we do not need to restrict it to RA-RNTI as CBRA.

	Sony
	No
	The motivation for the separation between CFRA and CBRA is unclear to us.

	Moderator (ZTE)
	
	Similar as the previous issue, it seems TP#3b can be also regarded as optimization. If there is no problem to follow that of CBRA, we may keep it as it is?

As mentioned by Samsung, one edit change reminded by the previous TP will be proposed, “as described in clause X.Y of [6, 38.213]  as described in clause X.Y8.1A of [6, 38.213] ;”


	Samsung 
	
	Agree with moderator. We can keep it as it is with the editorial change.

	Ericsson
	
	First of all, this is not an optimization, RAN2 RRC spec already allows pusch-Config configured TDRA table in CFRA as I commented earlier and in the endorsed RRC CR it is also allowed to be used by MsgA PUSCH.
We’re also fine to ask RAN2 to clarify whether UE should be allowed to use a TDRA table configured in pusch-Config for MsgA PUSCH in case of CFRA so that RAN1 can make a decision based on that.
So, our proposal is to:
Ask RAN2 to clarify whether UE should be allowed to use a TDRA table configured in pusch-Config for MsgA PUSCH in case of CFRA.

	Nokia
	
	We support Ericsson in asking RAN2 for clarification prior to discarding this proposal.




Summary
The proposals are updated as follows for approval.

For issue#6. It seems at least the correction on the second bullet in both TP#1a and TP#1b is agreeable. For the correction on the first bullet, as mentioned by Nokia, we can wait for RAN2’s confirmation on the parameter of msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex, and depending on the conclusion made in RAN2 we can come back later for an editorial change directly proposed to the editor during the CR checking stage. 
FL Proposal 1: 
· Adopt the following TP#1a, to correct the description of the new PRACH configuration index in 38.213.
· Note: RAN1 may discuss further on an editorial TP regarding msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew based on the outcome of 38.331 CR.
Reasons for change
To correct the description of the new PRACH configuration index
Summary of changes
Implement the above updates
Specs/Sections impacted
TS 38.211, Section 6.3.3.2
-----------------------------Text proposal #1a starts for TS 38.211, Section 6.3.3.2 --------------------------
6.3.3.2	Mapping to physical resources
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
Random access preambles can only be transmitted in the time resources obtained from Tables 6.3.3.2-2 to 6.3.3.2-4 and depends on FR1 or FR2 and the spectrum type as defined in [8, TS38.104]. The PRACH configuration index in Tables 6.3.3.2-2 to 6.3.3.2-4 is
-	for Table 6.3.3.2-3 given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured, otherwise by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex, or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured; and
-	for Tables 6.3.3.2-2 and 6.3.3.2-4 given by the higher-layer parameter prach-ConfigurationIndex, or by msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndex and msgA-prach-ConfigurationIndexNew if configured.
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
---------------------------- Text proposal #1a ends for TS 38.213, Section 6.3.3.2 ----------------------------


For issue#9, we will conclude that the TP is not needed.

For issue#10, the TP#3a is proposed for approval, including an additional editorial correction in 38.214 Table 6.1.2.1.1-1.
FL Proposal 3a:
· Adopt the following TP#3a to clarify the TDRA/FDRA allocation in 38.214.
Reasons for change
To correction the reference for TDRA/FDRA allocation
Summary of changes
Implement the above updates
Specs/Sections impacted
TS 38.214, Section 6.1.2

---------------------------------Text proposal #3a starts for TS 38.214, Section 6.1.2 --------------------------------

<Unchanged Text Omitted>
6.1.2.1.1	Determination of the resource allocation table to be used for PUSCH
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
Table 6.1.2.1.1-1 of 38.214: Applicable PUSCH time domain resource allocation for common search space and DCI format 0_0 in UE specific search space
RNTI
PDCCH search space
pusch-ConfigCommon includes pusch-TimeDomainAllocationList
pusch-Config includes pusch-TimeDomainAllocationList
PUSCH time domain resource allocation to apply
PUSCH scheduled by MAC RAR as described in clause 8.2 of [6, TS 38.213] or MAC fallback RAR as described in clause X.Y8.2A of [6, 38.213] or for MsgA PUSCH transmission
No
-
Default A

Yes

pusch-TimeDomainAllocationList provided in pusch-ConfigCommon
<Unchanged Text Omitted>

6.1.2.2	Resource allocation in frequency domain
The UE shall determine the resource block assignment in frequency domain using the resource allocation field in the detected PDCCH DCI except for a PUSCH transmission scheduled by a RAR UL grant or fallbackRAR UL grant, in which case the frequency domain resource allocation is determined according to clause 8.3 of [6, 38.213] or a MsgA PUSCH transmission with frequency domain resource allocation determined according to clause 8.1AX.Y of [6, 38.213] respectively. Three uplink resource allocation schemes type 0, type 1 and type 2 are supported. Uplink resource allocation scheme type 0 is supported for PUSCH only when transform precoding is disabled. Uplink resource allocation scheme type 1 and type 2 are supported for PUSCH for both cases when transform precoding is enabled or disabled.
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
---------------------------------Text proposal #3a ends for TS 38.214, Section 6.1.2 --------------------------------


TP#3b and TP#3c will not be proposed for approval. It is possible to revisit TP#3c after ASN.1 for CFRA is finalized in RAN2. 
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