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1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK14][bookmark: OLE_LINK13]Introduction 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK9][bookmark: OLE_LINK10]In [1], RAN4 asked RAN1 to solve the non-backward compatibility issue on determination of the parameters for PDCCH monitoring in type-0 CSS caused by narrower CBW introduced for band n79. In this contribution, we provide our views on this issue.
2. [bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Discussion
In [1], RAN4 also provide four alternatives to solve this NBC issue, as follows.
	 RAN4 has come up with four potential solutions as follows:
· Alt-1: Add narrower channel bandwidth to n79, and indicate different table to legacy UE and new UE for CORESET#0 configuration.
· Alt-1a: Add narrower channel bandwidth to n79, and indicate the same table 13.6 to legacy UE and new UE for CORESET#0 configuration.
· Rationale: Legacy UE not supporting channel bandwidth lower than 40MHz will always look at table 13.6, this table shall then be the common one.
· Alt-1b: Add narrower channel bandwidth to n79, and indicate: 
· A UE synchronizing on a GSCN with step 4 shall look at the table 13.6. 
· Rationale: This enables new and legacy to connect in band n79 using the same CORESET#0 configuration.
· A UE synchronizing on a GSCN with step 1 but not step 4 shall look at the table 13.4. 
· Rationale: Table 3.4 offers more flexibility on CORESET#0 configuration
· Alt-2: Add narrower channel bandwidth to new band nX instead of n79. 


RAN4 also provided analysis on pros/cons and spec impacts for these four alternatives, as follows.

	
	Pros
	Cons
	Specification impact

	Alternative 1
	· Limited specification effort (Rel-17)
	· Only one CORESET#0 configuration can be used for n79
	· Add clarification on restriction of CORESET#0 configuration in RAN1

	Alternative 1a
	· Limited specification (Rel-17) 
· More configuration flexibility comparing to Alt.1
	· Lose some configuration flexibility compared with 10MHz table. 
	· Add clarification on CORESET #0 configuration table determination in RAN1

	Alternative 1b
	· Limited specification (Rel-17) 
· More configuration flexibility comparing to Alt.1a for the new Rel-17 UEs
	· UE should check on which GSCN it has synchronized
	· Add clarification on CORESET #0 configuration table determination in RAN1

	Alternative 2
	· No impact on RAN1
	· New band shall be introduced (Rel-18)
· Potential increase in UE complexity to support both n79 and nX
	· Previous RAN4 agreements on n79 is reverted
· Add new band in RAN4


In these four alternatives, Alt-1 would put too much restrictions on NW deployment for CORESET#0 configuration due to only one common entry across table 13-4 and table 13-6 is available. Hence, Alt-1 is not preferred.
Alt-1a can achieve more configuration flexibility compared to Alt-1, although not as flexible as Alt-1b and Alt-2. To support Alt-1a, RAN1 spec needs to capture band n79 as an exceptional case in determination of which table to look up. However, frequency band number is transparent in RAN1 spec, and RAN1 spec never had any UE behavior for a specific numbered frequency band. 
[bookmark: OB1]Observation 1: To support Alt-1a, RAN1 spec needs to capture band n79 as an exceptional case in determination of which table to look up. However, frequency band number is transparent in RAN1 spec, and RAN1 spec never had any UE behavior for a specific numbered frequency band. 
Alt-1b have more RAN1 spec impacts compared to Alt-1a, the table to look up is not only determined based on a specific numbered frequency band, but also need to consider some specific GSCNs. Similarly, GSCN is transparent to RAN1 spec, and RAN1 spec never had any UE behavior for specific GSCNs either. Hence, both Alt-1a and Alt-1b are not preferred from RAN1 perspective.
[bookmark: OB2]Observation 2: To support Alt-1b, which table to look up is not only determined based on frequency band number, but also based on GSCN. However, GSCN is also transparent in RAN1 spec, and RAN1 spec never had any GSCN specific UE behavior either. 
Alt-2 has no RAN1 spec impacts. Table 13-4 can be used for CORESET#0 in band n79 with narrower CBW, and high NW deployment flexibility can be achieved. Hence, Alt-2 is preferred from RAN1 perspective.
[bookmark: PP1]Proposal 1: Alt-2, which has no RAN1 spec impacts and better NW deployment flexibility, is preferred from RAN1 perspective.
[bookmark: PP2]Proposal 2: Inform the following conclusions in reply LS to RAN4
· Frequency band number and GSCN are transparent in RAN1 spec, and RAN1 spec never had any UE behavior for a specific numbered frequency band or for specific GSCNs.
· Alt-2, add narrower channel bandwidth to new band nX instead of n79, should be supported.

3. [bookmark: OLE_LINK16]Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed the issue raised by RAN4 in [1], and we have the following observations and proposals.
Observation 1: To support Alt-1a, RAN1 spec needs to capture band n79 as an exceptional case in determination of which table to look up. However, frequency band number is transparent in RAN1 spec, and RAN1 spec never had any UE behavior for a specific numbered frequency band. 
Observation 2: To support Alt-1b, which table to look up is not only determined based on frequency band number, but also based on GSCN. However, GSCN is also transparent in RAN1 spec, and RAN1 spec never had any GSCN specific UE behavior either. 
Proposal 1: Alt-2, which has no RAN1 spec impacts and better NW deployment flexibility, is preferred from RAN1 perspective.
Proposal 2: Inform the following conclusions in reply LS to RAN4
· Frequency band number and GSCN are transparent in RAN1 spec, and RAN1 spec never had any UE behavior for a specific numbered frequency band or for specific GSCNs.
· Alt-2, add narrower channel bandwidth to new band nX instead of n79, should be supported.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK19][bookmark: OLE_LINK18]References
[1] [bookmark: _Ref17322]R1-2200907(R4-2202286) LS on CORESET#0 impact of CBW narrower than 40MHz of n79.


 


3GPP TSG RAN WG1 


#


10


8


-


e


 


 


R1


-


2


2


01059


 


e


-


Meeting, February 21


st


 


–


 


March 3


rd


, 2022


 


 


Source:


 


vivo


 


Title:


 


Discussion on RAN4 LS on CORESET#0 impact of CBW narrower than 


40MHz of n79


 


Agenda Item:


 


5


 


Document for:


 


Discussion


 


and Decision


 


1.


 


Introduction


 


 


I


n 


[1]


, RAN


4


 


ask


ed RAN1 


to solve the non


-


backward 


compatibility 


issue on determination of the parameters for 


PDCCH monitoring in type


-


0 CSS caused by nar


rower CBW introduced for band n79. In this contribution, we 


provide our views on this issue.


 


2.


 


Discussion


 


In 


[1]


, RAN


4 also provide four alternatives 


to solve this NBC issue, as follows.


 


 


RAN4 has come up with four potential solutions as follows:


 


ü


 


Alt


-


1: Add narrower channel bandwidth to n79, and indicate different table to legacy UE and new UE 


for CORESET#0 configuration.


 


ü


 


Alt


-


1a: Add narrower channel 


bandwidth to n79, and indicate the same table 13.6 to legacy UE and 


new UE for CORESET#0 configuration.


 


n


 


Rationale: Legacy UE not supporting channel bandwidth lower than 40MHz will always look 


at table 13.6, this table shall then be the common one.


 


ü


 


Alt


-


1b: 


Add narrower channel bandwidth to n79, and indicate: 


 


n


 


A UE synchronizing on a GSCN with step 4 shall look at the table 13.6. 


 


u


 


Rationale: This enables new and legacy to connect in band n79 using the same 


CORESET#0 configuration.


 


n


 


A UE synchronizing on a GSCN


 


with step 1 but not step 4 shall look at the table 13.4. 


 


u


 


Rationale: Table 3.4 offers more flexibility on CORESET#0 configuration


 


ü


 


Alt


-


2: Add narrower channel bandwidth to new band nX instead of n79. 


 


RAN4 also provided analysis on pros/cons and spec impa


cts for these four alternatives, as follows.


 


 


 


Pros


 


Cons


 


Specification impact


 


Alternative 1


 


Ÿ


 


Limited specification effort 


(Rel


-


17)


 


Ÿ


 


Only one CORESET#0 


configuration can be used 


for n79


 


Ÿ


 


Add clarification on 


restriction of CORESET#0 


configuration in RAN1


 


Alternative 1a


 


Ÿ


 


Limited specification (Rel


-


17) 


 


Ÿ


 


More configuration 


flexibility comparing to Alt.1


 


Ÿ


 


Lose some configuration 


flexibility compared with 


10MHz table. 


 


Ÿ


 


Add clarification on 


CORESET #0 configuration 


table determination in 


RAN1


 


Alternative 1b


 


Ÿ


 


Limited specification (Rel


-


17) 


 


Ÿ


 


More configuration 


flexibility comparing to 


Alt.1a for the new Rel


-


17 


UEs


 


Ÿ


 


UE should check on which 


GSCN it has synchronized


 


Ÿ


 


Add clarification on 


CORESET #0 configuration 


table determination in 


RAN1


 


Alternative 2


 


Ÿ


 


No impact 


on RAN1


 


Ÿ


 


New band 


shall be 


introduced (


Rel


-


18


)


 


Ÿ


 


Potential increase in UE 


complexity to support both 


n79 and nX


 


Ÿ


 


Previous RAN4 


agreements on n79 is 


reverted


 


Ÿ


 


Add new band in RAN4


 


In these four alternatives, Alt


-


1 would put too much restrictions on NW deploymen


t for CORESET#0 


configuration due to only one common entry across table 13


-


4 and table 13


-


6 is available. Hence, Alt


-


1 is not 


preferred.


 


Alt


-


1a can achieve more configuration flexibility compared to Alt


-


1, although not as flexible as Alt


-


1b and Alt


-


2. 


To s


upport Alt


-


1a, RAN1 spec needs to capture band n79 as an exceptional case in determination of which table 




  3GPP TSG RAN WG1  # 10 8 - e     R1 - 2 2 01059   e - Meeting, February 21 st   –   March 3 rd , 2022     Source:   vivo   Title:   Discussion on RAN4 LS on CORESET#0 impact of CBW narrower than  40MHz of n79   Agenda Item:   5   Document for:   Discussion   and Decision   1.   Introduction     I n  [1] , RAN 4   ask ed RAN1  to solve the non - backward  compatibility  issue on determination of the parameters for  PDCCH monitoring in type - 0 CSS caused by nar rower CBW introduced for band n79. In this contribution, we  provide our views on this issue.   2.   Discussion   In  [1] , RAN 4 also provide four alternatives  to solve this NBC issue, as follows.  

  RAN4 has come up with four potential solutions as follows:      Alt - 1: Add narrower channel bandwidth to n79, and indicate different table to legacy UE and new UE  for CORESET#0 configuration.      Alt - 1a: Add narrower channel  bandwidth to n79, and indicate the same table 13.6 to legacy UE and  new UE for CORESET#0 configuration.      Rationale: Legacy UE not supporting channel bandwidth lower than 40MHz will always look  at table 13.6, this table shall then be the common one.      Alt - 1b:  Add narrower channel bandwidth to n79, and indicate:       A UE synchronizing on a GSCN with step 4 shall look at the table 13.6.       Rationale: This enables new and legacy to connect in band n79 using the same  CORESET#0 configuration.      A UE synchronizing on a GSCN   with step 1 but not step 4 shall look at the table 13.4.       Rationale: Table 3.4 offers more flexibility on CORESET#0 configuration      Alt - 2: Add narrower channel bandwidth to new band nX instead of n79.   

RAN4 also provided analysis on pros/cons and spec impa cts for these four alternatives, as follows.    

 Pros  Cons  Specification impact  

Alternative 1     Limited specification effort  (Rel - 17)     Only one CORESET#0  configuration can be used  for n79     Add clarification on  restriction of CORESET#0  configuration in RAN1  

Alternative 1a     Limited specification (Rel - 17)       More configuration  flexibility comparing to Alt.1     Lose some configuration  flexibility compared with  10MHz table.      Add clarification on  CORESET #0 configuration  table determination in  RAN1  

Alternative 1b     Limited specification (Rel - 17)       More configuration  flexibility comparing to  Alt.1a for the new Rel - 17  UEs     UE should check on which  GSCN it has synchronized     Add clarification on  CORESET #0 configuration  table determination in  RAN1  

Alternative 2     No impact  on RAN1     New band  shall be  introduced ( Rel - 18 )      Potential increase in UE  complexity to support both  n79 and nX     Previous RAN4  agreements on n79 is  reverted      Add new band in RAN4  

In these four alternatives, Alt - 1 would put too much restrictions on NW deploymen t for CORESET#0  configuration due to only one common entry across table 13 - 4 and table 13 - 6 is available. Hence, Alt - 1 is not  preferred.   Alt - 1a can achieve more configuration flexibility compared to Alt - 1, although not as flexible as Alt - 1b and Alt - 2.  To s upport Alt - 1a, RAN1 spec needs to capture band n79 as an exceptional case in determination of which table 

