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1	Introduction
This document contains company observations on the draft CR to 38.214 for the Rel18 NR_XR_enh-Core after the RAN1#115 meeting.
[bookmark: _Ref54348033]2	Discussion – first round

The comments in this section are based on the version 0 of the draft CR.
 .
	Company
	Comments
	Editor reply/Notes

	OPPO
	Thanks for the draft CR. We have two comments on the latest changes in section 6.1. 
1) The first change in section 6.1 does not seem to match the agreed TP for the "where" modifier. To be more specific, 
The agreed TP says: "where a valid configured PUSCH grant is the configured PUCSH grant that is not collided with A and is not collided with B", where A refers to DL symbol configured by TFF-common, and B refers to SSB. Here both "collided with A" and "collided with B" are the testing conditions for the validation. 
But the current draft CR says: "where a valid configured PUSCH grant is the one not colliding with A, and is not colliding with B. "
It seems the draft CR builds the validation of configured PUSCH grant based on "colliding with A" only, and moves "colliding with B" as a separate restriction (e.g., by gNB implementation) for a valid PUSCH grant. This does not look like a right translation of the agreed TP. 
We suggest to follow the agreed TP, and meanwhile we are ok to replace "collided with" from the agreed TP by "colliding with". 
2) In the agreed TP, the word "periodicity" in "within a periodicity of the configuration is determined as in clause 5.4.1 of [10, TS 38.321]" is in italic font, meaning it specifically refers to the "periodicity" used in the clause 5.4.1 of 38.321 that is referred in the same sentence. Now the italic format disappears, together with that meaning. If not any issue with the italic format, it seems better to get it back to retain the intention of the agreed TP. 

	

#1 I not see an issue of the proposed text in the CR. My intention was to harmonise the wording, there are TPs which sometimes require this as in the rush of the meeting maybe not all the words are in place and we should do our best to get the most articulated language in the spec... BTW, it seems also nobody else has a problem, so I suggest we take this and if really breaks the functionality, which I do not think so, we can discuss in RAN1.
#2 fixed!

	
	
	

	Editor 29.11.2023
	Updated v01 reflecting some minor changes.
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	





