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[bookmark: _Ref124589705][bookmark: _Ref129681862]Introduction
This document provides the summary of discussions on the corresponding email discussion, regarding the proposed CR in [1].
[107-e-LTE-6CRs-02] Email discussion/approval on Fallback DCI for eMTC – Karol (Nordic)
· Discussion and decision on CR by 11/17, final check by 11/19

Discussion
In [1], a correction to the DCI Format 6-0A is proposed due to the following reason:
	Reason for change:
	Clarify that all UE-specific RRC-configured UL DCI format fields are only present in USS.

	
	

	Summary of change:
	Add the clarification “and the DCI is mapped onto the UE-specific search space given by the C-RNTI as defined in [3]” to Resource block assignment DCI field in 6-0A.

	
	

	Consequences if not approved:
	Size of CSS fallback DCI changes with RRC configuration.



The proposed change is as following:
[bookmark: _Toc74564363][bookmark: _Toc20409203][bookmark: _Toc10818793]5.3.3.1.10	Format 6-0A
DCI format 6-0A is used for the scheduling of PUSCH in one UL cell, and for the indication of ACK feedback. 
The following information is transmitted by means of the DCI format 6-0A:
-	Flag format 6-0A/format 6-1A differentiation – 1 bit, where value 0 indicates format 6-0A and value 1 indicates format 6-1A
-	Frequency hopping flag – 1 bit, where value 0 indicates frequency hopping is not enabled and value 1 indicates frequency hopping is enabled as defined in clause 5.3.4 of [2] 
-	Number of resource units – 2 bits, where value '00' indicates the format 6-0A DCI uses PRB resource allocation, otherwise the DCI format 6-0A uses sub-PRB resource allocation as defined in clause 8.1.6 of [3]. This field is present when ce-PUSCH-SubPRB-Config is configured by higher layers and the DCI is mapped onto the UE-specific search space given by C-RNTI as defined in [3]
-	Resource block assignment – 
-	If the format 6-0A DCI uses sub-PRB resource allocation and the DCI is mapped onto the UE-specific
search space given by C-RNTI as defined in [3]:
-	[image: ]+6 bits for PUSCH as defined in [3]
-	[image: ] MSB bits provide the narrowband index as defined in clause 5.2.4 of [2] 
-	6 bits provide the resource allocation within the indicated narrowband using UL resource allocation type 5 as defined in clause 8.1.6 of [3]


-	Else if the DCI is mapped onto the UE-specific search space given by C-RNTI as defined in [3] and  flexible starting PRB for PUSCH resource allocation is enabled by higher layers with  equal to ,  bits for FDD PUSCH and  bits for TDD PUSCH provide the resource allocation using UL resource allocation type 0 as defined in clause 8.1.1 of [3]
-	Otherwise,[image: ]+5 bits for PUSCH as defined in [3]:
-	If the 5 LSB bits indicate a value not larger than 20 
-	[image: ] MSB bits provide the narrowband index as defined in clause 5.2.4 of [2] 
-	5 bits provide the resource allocation using UL resource allocation type 0 within the indicated narrowband
-	Otherwise,
-	[image: ]+5 bits provide the resource allocation using UL resource allocation type 4 as defined in clause 8.1.5 of[ 3]

<remaining parts of clause have been omitted >

First round of discussion

According to moderator calculations, the number of bits needed for resource block assignment in DCI Format 6-0A are as shown in the Table 1 below:

Table 1: Number of bits of ”Resource block assignment ” -field in DCI Format 6-0A
	System bandwidth
	N of bits of RA w/o flex PRB
	N of bits of RA w flex PRB for FDD

	1.4 MHz
	5
	6

	3 MHz
	6
	7

	5 MHz
	7
	8

	10 MHz
	8
	9

	15 MHz
	9
	9

	20 MHz
	9
	10




Q1:  Is it clear in current specification that when ce-PUSCH-SubPRB-Config is not configured by higher layers then the DCI format 6-0A in CSS follows Resource block assignment
Otherwise,[image: ]+5 bits for PUSCH as defined in [3]:
-	If the 5 LSB bits indicate a value not larger than 20 
-	[image: ] MSB bits provide the narrowband index as defined in clause 5.2.4 of [2] 
-	5 bits provide the resource allocation using UL resource allocation type 0 within the indicated narrowband
-	Otherwise,
-	[image: ]+5 bits provide the resource allocation using UL resource allocation type 4 as defined in clause 8.1.5 of[ 3]

	Companies
	Comments

	Ericsson
	The current specification says that the Resource block assignment follows the “Otherwise” case unless “sub-PRB allocation is used” or “flexible starting PRB is enabled”. Whether “sub-PRB allocation is used” or not depends on the value of the ‘Number of resource units’ field. Perhaps the text is clear enough already, although we might be open to a further clarification of the text.

	Qualcomm
	No.
If sub-PRB is not configured, then the 1st “IF” will be false (uses sub-PRB resource allocation), but the next IF (“flexible starting PRB for PUSCH resource allocation is enabled by higher layers”) may still be true.
In summary, we think the 1st change is not needed, but the 2nd one is.

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with Qualcomm, 1st change doesn’t appear to be needed, but 2nd one is.

	Ericsson2
	Clarification of my comment above: I assumed that Q1 concerns the sub-PRB allocation part only, not the flexible starting PRB part so my comment above that the current text may be clear enough only concerned the sub-PRB allocation part of the text. For the flexible starting PRB part, see my replies to Q2 and Q3 below.
In short, we agree with the above comments from Qualcomm and Nokia.

	Lenovo, MotoM
	Yes, we agree the DCI format 6-0A in CSS should follow “otherwise” branch above. So the first change is not needed (have been excluded in “Number of resource units” field text) and the second one is needed as QC and Nokia.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Share similar view with other companies that the change for sub-PRB resource allocation is not needed.

	ZTE, Sanechips
	Similar view that the first change is not needed.



Q2: Is it a common understanding, that according to current specification, when flexible starting PRB for PUSCH resource allocation is enabled by higher layers the DCI format 6-0A in CSS will change its size and/or its interpretation (as in Table 1)?

	Companies
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes, it seems so.

	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes

	Lenovo, MotoM
	Yes

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes

	ZTE, Sanechips
	Yes



Q3: Do you agree that size and/or interpretation of DCI format 6-0A in CSS should not depend on UE-specific RRC configuration? If yes, also please indicate whether below change is acceptable? 


Else if the DCI is mapped onto the UE-specific search space given by C-RNTI as defined in [3] and  flexible starting PRB for PUSCH resource allocation is enabled by higher layers with  equal to ,  bits for FDD PUSCH and  bits for TDD PUSCH provide the resource allocation using UL resource allocation type 0 as defined in clause 8.1.1 of [3]
	Companies
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes, it seems reasonable to us that the size is always given by the “Otherwise” case for CSS. This seems to be in line with what we have typically agreed for other features that modify the DCI size. The earlier agreements for this feature (see e.g. the RAN1/2/3/4 agreements in R1-1807971, the L1 parameters in R1-1807861, and the WI summary in RP-182592) don’t seem to say anything about CSS. But this sort of thing has often been fixed with maintenance CRs long after the WI ended.
Regarding the text proposal, perhaps the following would be more readable:


[bookmark: _Hlk87610598]Else if flexible starting PRB for PUSCH resource allocation is enabled by higher layers with  equal to  and the DCI is mapped onto the UE-specific search space given by C-RNTI as defined in [3],  bits for FDD PUSCH and  bits for TDD PUSCH provide the resource allocation using UL resource allocation type 0 as defined in clause 8.1.1 of [3]
It might be good to check whether there are other parts of 36.211, 36.212 and 36.213 that might be affected, if we want to clarify that the behavior differs between USS and CSS for this feature.

	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes – proposed text is acceptable to us.

	Ericsson2
	Perhaps now is a good time to bring up some formal and editorial issues that we have with the draft CR in R1-2112378:
· The CR messes up the indentation, which gives me the impression that the CR has not been created in the right way. The CR should be created by copying the CR cover sheet template to the specification document (and deleting the irrelevant specification clauses), not by copying text from the specification document to the CR cover sheet template document.
· The change tracking should be changed to proper Word change tracking (requirement from the RAN1 secretary).
· The WI code should be LTE_eMTC4-Core (which is the Rel-15 WI), not LTE_feMTC-Core (which is the Rel-14 WI).
· This should be a Rel-15 Cat-F CR, not a Rel-15 Cat-A CR (but there will be a need for a Rel-16 Cat-A CR as well).

	Lenovo, MotoM
	Agree with the change in general, E/// update seems more readable.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are fine with the change.

	ZTE, Sanechips
	We are OK with the change



Second round of discussion
Based on first round of discussion:
· There is common understanding, that for sub-PRB feature, the specification is clear and no change is needed.
· There is common understanding that current specification implies that when flexible PRB feature is configured, the size and/or interpretation of DCI format 6-0A in CSS would change. To avoid this, there is consensus to update specification. 
· Moderator will adopt Ericsson wording

Regarding Ericsson comments on the CR formal issue, moderator updated R15 and R16 CRs accordingly. In addition, it is moderator understanding 36.212 text (specific search space given by C-RNTI as defined in [3]) refers to 36.213 only for definition of USS and thus no specification changes are necessary in 36.211 or 36.213. 

Round2-Q1: Do you support updated draft CRs for R15 and R16 in draft folder [107-e-LTE-6CRs-02]? Please provide comments (if any)?
	Companies
	Comments

	Ericsson
	The two draft CRs look fine. Our only comment is that the Rel-16 CR lacks the comment that “<remaining parts of sub-clause have been omitted >”.

	ZTE, Sanechips
	We are generally fine. Some suggestions for the draft CR is shown as follows:
1)  Source to TSG is missed
2)  Work item code need to be matched for the Rel-15 CR

	Ericsson2
	Regarding ZTE’s comments:
1) Right, “Where the CR has been agreed by the Working Group responsible for the Spec concerned, enter the identity of that WG. In the expectation that the CR will indeed be agreed, you should fill this field in when initially submitting the CR to the WG.” (from the CR step-by-step guide).
2) Right, but the WI code should in fact be LTE_eMTC4-Core for both the Rel-15 CR and the Rel-16 shadow CR (as mentioned in our answer to Q3 above).

	FL
	Above formal issues has been updated in final CRs R1-2112634, R1-2112635


	
	




Summary
Two CRs R1-2112634, R1-2112635 has been endorsed by the vice-chairman.
R15 CR R1-2112634 is endorsed
R16 mirror CR R1-2112635 is endorsed
References
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