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1. [bookmark: _Ref521334010]Introduction
This document summarizes the discussions during RAN1#112bis-e on the following CR.
[112bis-e-AI7.1-03] NR Rel-15/16 maintenance on PUCCH resource determination by April 21 – Yanping (CATT)
R1-2302646	Correction on PUCCH resource determination in Rel-16	CATT
2. Discussion
2.1. 1st round discussion
Several issues for PUCCH resource determination based on Rel-16 TS 38.213 are identified in the discussion paper in R1-2302646. Two draft CRs are provided and it is proposed to discuss and adopt one of the CRs.
Question 1: Do you agree with the issues identified in R1-2302646? If not, please elaborate your reasons.
	
	Company

	Agree
	DCM, ZTE, Ericsson, Samsung, vivo, LGE, Huawei, HiSilicon, Intel, CATT

	Not agree
	



	Company
	Comments

	QC
	There are three “issues” claimed in the CR. We don’t agree with all of them. 
First of all, we don’t think anyone of them is critical issue.
Among the three, issue 1 is slightly more critical, as the solution adopted back then was not well justified technically. So, we are open to discuss whether duplicating “excluding the SPS activation DCI” to a few more places in spec to make it clearer. 
Issue 2 and 3 are really just editorial. We appreciate the intention to make the spec crystal clear but they are not critical at this stage.   



Question 2: Do you agree to adopt one of the draft CRs provided in R1-2302646? If yes, which one do you prefer? If not, please elaborate your reasons.
	
	
	Company

	Agree
	Draft CR1
	

	
	Draft CR2
	DCM, [Samsung], vivo, LGE, Intel, CATT

	Not agree
	Ericsson, Huawei, HiSilicon, Apple, QC



	Company
	Comments

	DCM
	Issue 1 and Issue 3 would be related not to R16 URLLC but to R15 NR. Besides, these are not TEI16 since this CR is category-F. Work item code should be changed (probably separate CR between issue 1/3 and issue 2 is better). 

	ZTE
	No strong preference. Considering the proposed CR is in general for text alignment across different places of TS 38213, we are also ok for a Rel-17 alignment CR and leave it to editor. 

	Ericsson
	We see the issue is more editorial in a way that spec is organized. 
We should have kept all description related to time of PUCCH for HARQ-ACK in clause 9.2.3. Then, everywhere else in spec, when it is needed, refer to clause 9.2.3.
In that way, when new cases are added, they would be needed to be included in 9.2.3 and then we don’t need to search in spec and find similar cases (as this CR attempts to do).
Clearly, one case if missed, but the reason for that is that we are not using references.
So, we suggest to apply this approach if there s a wish to have a CR, to fix it properly.

	Samsung
	We prefer to change “excluding the DCI format activating SPS PDSCH receptions” instead of “excluding the SPS activation DCI” to be more accurate. 

	Vivo
	Agree with Ericsson, the same description everywhere should be avoided.

	LGE
	Similar observation with DCM that the related WI code needs to be clarified. (and also agree with Ericsson’s general comment above)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	First of all, the intention of this CR is to make the spec more readable and no functional changes are made. Just as Ericsson explained, the timing of PUCCH for HARQ feedback is already captured in section 9.2.3, so to cover the new cases for everywhere in the spec (Draft CR1) seems not necessary. Directly to delete whole paragraphs in sections (Draft CR2) may be not preferable. The spec should be stable as much as possible in the maintenance stage and only the essential changes are applied. Therefore, we think current spec still works well functionally and the CRs seems not very necessary. 

	Apple
	We share similar view as HW/HiSi. Putting different parts of spec together (like 9.2.3 as mentioned by others), we cannot envision someone gets confused. So we don’t think spec is broken.

	QC
	We share the same view as many other companies that we don’t need to duplicate the same specification everywhere, especially given issue 2 and 3 are less critical. For issue 1, we are open to discuss whether adding the “excluding the SPS activation DCI” to a few more sections to make spec clear. 

	Intel
	While we do not think the specification is broken, it would be more appropriate to make the spec consistent between 9.2.2 and 9.2.5. We slightly prefer Draft CR2 as PUCCH slot determination is generally applied for 9.2.3 and 9.2.5. 



2.2. 2nd round discussion
Based on the feedback from 1st round discussions, all companies agree with the issues identified in R1-2302646 but have divergent views on whether to fix the issues. Six companies support the direction of Draft CR2. Among the five companies who do not agree with the CRs, Ericsson suggest to keep all description related to time of PUCCH for HARQ-ACK in clause 9.2.3 if there is a wish to have a CR, which is inline with the idea of Draft CR2. Qualcomm is open to discuss spec change for issue 1 by adding the “excluding the SPS activation DCI” to a few more sections to make spec clear.
Samsung proposed to change “excluding the SPS activation DCI” to “excluding the DCI format activating SPS PDSCH receptions”. But note that “excluding the SPS activation DCI” is the wording in the current specification.
Given the current status, there are following ways forward.
· Option 1: Endorse the text proposal in draft CR2
This option is the cleanest solution inline with the comments to keep all description related to time of PUCCH for HARQ-ACK in clause 9.2.3 which resolves all the issues raised in R1-2302646. In addition, it would be forward compatible. When we introduce new features related to time of PUCCH for HARQ-ACK in the future, we do not need to duplicate the descriptions in multiple sections.
· Option 2: Resolve Issue 1 only
Then we need to add “excluding the SPS activation DCI” in sections 9.2.3 and 9.2.5.2 as in Draft CR1. The other issues raised in R1-2302646 are not resolved. When we introduce new features related to time of PUCCH for HARQ-ACK in the future, we may need to duplicate the descriptions in multiple sections.
· Option 3: Do nothing.
None of the issues raised in R1-2302646 is resolved. When we introduce new features related to time of PUCCH for HARQ-ACK in the future, we may need to duplicate the descriptions in multiple sections.

Please indicate your preference(s) in the following table. Feel free to indicate multiple options that are acceptable to you.
	
	Company

	Option 1
	DCM, vivo, ZTE, LGE, Intel, Samsung, CATT

	Option 2
	Spreadtrum, DCM,vivo, ZTE, LGE, Intel, Huawei, HiSilicon, Qualcomm, Apple, Ericsson

	Option 3
	Huawei, HiSilicon 



	Company
	Comments

	ZTE
	Also ok with a Rel-17 alignment CR and leave to editor’s decision.  

	Apple
	We prefer Option 3, but we can live with Option 2 as well, if that helps to progress (and no, we don’t support option 1).

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	We prefer the option 3. For progress, we can live with option 2 to capture the SPS HARQ case, but we do not support option 1.



3. Conclusion
Agreement
The text proposal on clarification of HARQ-ACK transmission for the 1st SPS PDSCH is agreed in R1-2304129 (Rel-16, TS38.213, Cat F) and R1-2304130 (Rel-17, TS38.213, Cat A).
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