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[bookmark: _Ref178064866][bookmark: _Toc68698316]1	Introduction
This document collects company views on a RAN1#110 submitted CR attempting to clarify the RNTI to be used in the scrambling of the initial CG-PUSCH transmission when the PUSCH has no associated PDCCH to derive the RNTI from.
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	Title
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	CR category

	R1-2206428
	n_RNTI for CG-PUSCH initial Tx scrambling
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Rel-15
	38.214
	15.16.0
	NR_newRAT-Core
	F




	Reason for change:
	38.211 subclause 6.3.1.1 applies [image: ] for PUSCH scrambling and defined it as
where [image: ] equals the RA-RNTI for msgA 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].
Clause 8.3 of 38.213 clearly defines the [image: ] to be used RACH MSG3 and 6.1 of 38.214 refest to “the PUSCH retransmission scheduled by a PDCCH with CRC scrambled by xx-RNTI”, implying together with the 38.211 text that the [image: ]is the RNTI used on the PDCCH that scheduled the PUSCH. However it is not evident in 38.211 nor in 38.214 what is the RNTI associated with a CG-PUSCH initial transmission that is not scheduled with a PDCCH and doesn’t natively have an RNTI associated to it.

	
	

	Summary of change:
	Introducing a sentence defining that CS-RNTI is considered as the associated RNTI for CG-PUSCH initial transmissions: “For the PUSCH transmissions corresponding to a configured grant and not scheduled by a PDCCH apply the CS-RNTI as the associated RNTI.”.

	
	

	Consequences if not approved:
	Missing the associated RNTI definition for PUSCH transmissions not scheduled with a PDCCH, and thus leaving the PUSCH scrambling initialization value undefined.

Impact analysis
Impacted functionality: Scrambling initialization of Configured Grant PUSCH initial transmission (CG-PUSCH not associated with a PDCCH)
Inter-operability: 
· If the UE is implemented according to the CR and the gNB is not or vice versa: Due to the missing definition of the RNTI to be applied, a different scrambling initialization value maybe used for configured grant PUSCH initial transmission by the UE and the gNB leading to the CG-PUSCH consistently failing.



The proposed change and the surrounding paragraph:
For the PUSCH transmission corresponding to a configured grant, the parameters applied for the transmission are provided by configuredGrantConfig except for dataScramblingIdentityPUSCH, txConfig, codebookSubset, maxRank, scaling of UCI-OnPUSCH, which are provided by pusch-Config. If the UE is provided with transformPrecoder in configuredGrantConfig, the UE applies the higher layer parameter tp-pi2BPSK, if provided in pusch-Config, according to the procedure described in clause 6.1.4 for the PUSCH transmission corresponding to a configured grant. For the PUSCH transmissions corresponding to a configured grant and not scheduled by a PDCCH apply the CS-RNTI as the associated RNTI.
2	Company views
Please provide company comments to the table below
	Company 
	Comment

	Nokia, NSB
	As a proponent we support this CR.

	Qualcomm
	We think it would be good to have conclusions to clarify scrambling RNTI overall, including the cases where PUSCH/PDSCH is scheduled by DCI with an RNTI, rather than adopting CR to one case. In R1-2207262, we propose following as conclusions.
Conclusion: The scrambling of a PUSCH (except for RAR UL), as captured in Section 6.3.1.1 of TS 38.211, is performed using C-RNTI, CS-RNTI or MCS-C-RNTI if the CRC of the corresponding scheduling DCI is scrambled by C-RNTI, CS-RNTI or MCS-RNTI, respectively.   
Conclusion: The scrambling of PDSCH is based on an RNTI used for scrambling the CRC of the associated scheduling DCI.  


	Spreadtrum
	We think the proposed RNTI issue has been clarified by the following conclusion in RAN1#98.

	Conclusion in RAN1#98:
· For a PUSCH scheduled by a DCI format 0_0 or format 0_1 with CRC scrambled by C-RNTI, MCS-C-RNTI, TC-RNTI, SP-CSI-RNTI, or CS-RNTI, the scrambling initialization of the PUSCH corresponding to these PDCCHs is by C-RNTI, MCS-C-RNTI, TC-RNTI, SP-CSI-RNTI, or CS-RNTI, respectively.
· For a PUSCH corresponding to a configured grant, the scrambling initialization of the PUSCH is by CS-RNTI.
· For a PDSCH scheduled by a PDCCH with DCI format 1_0 or format 1_1 with CRC scrambled by C-RNTI, MCS-C-RNTI, TC-RNTI, CS-RNTI, SI-RNTI, RA-RNTI, or P-RNTI, the scrambling initialization of the PDSCH corresponding to these PDCCHs is by C-RNTI, MCS-C-RNTI, TC-RNTI, CS-RNTI, SI-RNTI, RA-RNTI, or P-RNTI, respectively.
· For the SPS PDSCH without receiving a corresponding PDCCH, the scrambling initialization of the PDSCH is by CS-RNTI.
No spec change is necessary.





	DOCOMO
	It seems the conclusion provided by Spreadtrum covers the ambiguity issue, i.e., CS-RNTI is used. However, we are fine to have the TP to clarify the spec if companies prefer.

	Samsung
	Current spec is clear, and no need to have the TP. According to clause 6.1.4.1, the current specification clearly mentioned that CS-RNTI is used for PUSCH with configured grant for both Type 1 and Type 2 regardless of either initial transmission or retransmission.

	ZTE
	It seems the conclusion provided by Spreadtrum can cover this issue well. A TP is also ok from our perspective if it helps to clarify.

	CATT
	The issue has been discussed and concluded as provided by Spreadtrum.
It is clear in the agreement that no spec change is necessary so no CR is needed.

	Apple
	No additional CR/conclusion is needed 




3	Proposed conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk112172915]The issue once concluded in the chair’s notes in RAN1#98 is popping up again. Even though the proponent sees specification through chair’s notes clearly insufficient, and the fact that the question comes up again supports this viewpoint, due to no consensus on the need for a specification clarification:
Moderator proposal: Already concluded in RAN1#98. CR in R1-2206428 is rejected.
.
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