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1. Introduction
In previous RAN1 #106-e meeting, there are some remaining issues to be revisited in RAN1 #106b-e meeting. In this contribution, the issues will be described.
2. Remaining issues of PUSCH repetition type A

2.1  The maximum repetition number for PUSCH repetition type A
In previous RAN1#106e meeting, there was a discussion about the maximum number of repetitions for PUSCH repetition type A and working assumption was made as below.
	Working Assumption
The maximum number of repetitions accounted for available slots supported by Rel-17 PUSCH repetition Type A is 32



As discussed in previous meeting, 32 of the maximum repetition number of PUSCH repetition type A is over-optimized since it will suffer from higher latency in unpaired spectrum especially in DL-heavy channels such as DDDSUDDSUU. Consequently, it will critically affect to the service which requires comparative low latency such as VoIP. Having said that, there was another discussion to restrict the repetition length in Issue#2-8 of FL summary [1]. In our conclusion, the working assumption is agreeable if there should be a restriction in order not to degrade the quality of latency required service.  
Proposal 1: There should be a restriction in order not to degrade the quality of latency required service. 
2.2  DCI format 0_0 for supporting Rel-17 PUSCH repetition
In previous meeting, it was decided that DCI format 0_1 and DCI format 0_2 support Rel-17 PUCSCH repetition as shown in below.
	Agreement

· DCI format 0_1 and DCI format 0_2 support Rel-17 PUSCH repetition Type A with the increased maximum repetition numbers configured in TDRA lists.



The remaining issue is whether DCI format 0_0 supports Rel-17 PUSCH repetition or not. DCI format 0_0 is well-designed as a fallback situation, and thus it is quite risky to redesign only for fitting into PUSCH repetition. Furthermore, since DCI format 0_0 is also used before RRC configuration establishment, it causes performance degradation including initial access coverage. 

 Proposal 2: It is not necessary to extend Rel-17 PUSCH repetition to DCI format 0_0
3. Conclusion

In this contribution, we propose followings:
Proposal 1: There should be a restriction in order not to degrade the quality of latency required service. 
Proposal 2: It is not necessary to extend Rel-17 PUSCH repetition to DCI format 0_0
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