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Introduction
This document summarizes some of main aspects from Tdocs under AI 7.3.3.5 based on the contributions submitted to the meeting [1]-[13]. 
Transmit Buffer Rate-matching
LBRM for downlink
Based on review of contributions, majority of companies are supportive of adopting LBRM in NR. Several companies mention that LBRM should applied on a per-HARQ process or similar basis. 
Alt1. LBRM supported in NR 
· ZTE, Sanechips, Huawei, HiSilicon, Intel, MTK, QC, Ericsson 
Alt 2. No LBRM in NR
· Vivo, Nokia, NSB

Considering the situation, following may be an agreeable proposal. 
Proposal 2.1: Limited buffer rate matching (LBRM) is supported and is applied per HARQ process.
Details of LBRM for downlink
Six companies (ZTE, Sanechips, Intel, Mediatek, Ericsson, QC) proposed that the limitation on the transmit buffer is applied such that largest TBS can be coded at a rate (RLBRM) higher than the mother code rate of the LDPC BG. Considering the views, following may be an agreeable proposal.
Proposal 2.2: NR limits transmit buffer corresponding to a largest TBS coded at rate RLBRM.
Determination of RLBRM
Different values were mentioned for RLBRM (mainly for LDPC BG1 that has mother code rate of 1/3) - ¾ (MTK), 2/3 (ZTE, Sanechips, Intel) , ½ (QC),   (Ericsson), 1/3 (Ericsson, in some cases based receiver capability, see below). 
· Ericsson proposed that LBRM is used for receivers that are NOT capable of maintaining peak throughput at lowest code rate and LBRM is not used (e.g. RLBRM = 1/3 for BG1) for receivers that are capable of maintaining peak throughput at lowest code rate  . 
Considering the views and taking into consideration of decoder complexity/latency/HARQ perforamance, following may be an agreeable proposals, including discussion of whether to support RLBRM = 1/3.
Proposal 2.3: RLBRM. =[ ½ ] is supported. 
Proposal 2.4: Discuss further if RLBRM = 1/3 is to be supported based on receiver capability (i.e. receivers that are capable of maintaining peak throughput at lowest code rate).
Determination of largest TBS
Several companies (Intel, MTK, QC) discussed the largest TBS determination e.g. based on reference configuration in the spec or UE capability on the network or the cell. While detailed aspect needs to be discussed further, the following may be an agreeable proposal. 
Proposal 2.5: Largest TBS is determined based on the UE capability on the cell. Details FFS.
Rate-Matching for uplink
Three companies (vivo, Nokia, NSB) view of no LBRM also applies to uplink. One company (Intel) mentioned the same benefits (decoding latency/throughput benefits) of LBRM can also apply for uplink. Considering the situation, following may be an agreeable proposal.
Proposal 2.6: For uplink, LBRM is not applied. 
Soft Buffer Dimensioning for NR
Several companies propose that soft buffer dimensioning does not have to be designed with simultaneous support of peak rate, full IR support, and the maximum number of HARQ processes. 
Proposal 3.1: NR soft buffer dimensioning does not have to be designed with simultaneous support of peak rate, full IR support, and the maximum number of HARQ processes.
Some companies (including Huawei, HiSilicon, vivo, QC, Intel) illustrated how a set of reference parameters (DL HARQ RTT & Peak data rate) can be used for soft buffer dimensioning. One company (QC) proposed one specific set of reference parameters (5Gbps and 1.5ms RTT) for consideration. Following may be an agreeable proposal to make further progress on soft buffer dimensioning. 
Proposal 3.2: Discuss details of soft buffer dimensioning from HARQ RTT and peak data rate and other factors e.g. Soft buffer dimensioning is derived  from  (Data Rate)  * (HARQ RTT)  / (LBRM factor).
Several companies (including vivo, Samsung, DCM, proposed that soft buffer size are known to the gNB (e.g. indicated as part of UE category). Ericsson mentioned soft buffer capability could be in terms of number of code blocks.  How the gNB knows the soft buffer size of the UE should be discussed as part of overall UE category definition.
Proposal 3.3: Discuss how the gNB knows the soft buffer size of the UE as part of overall UE category discussions.
Soft Buffer Management for NR
Majority of companies indicate some level of support for dynamic sharing (CATT (overbooking), Samsung (up to implementation for CA), Intel (up to UE implementation, with HARQ buffer loading reporting from the UE), Nokia (at least some UEs), QC (dynamic sharing with partitioned memory), Ericsson (code block partitions), DCM (Investigate), LG, MTK, vivo(investigate), ZTE (up to UE implementation)). Following may be an agreeable proposal to make further progress. 
Proposal 4.1:  Dynamic sharing of soft buffer is supported for NR, including across multiple carriers.
Soft Buffer Dimensioning and management for LTE-NR DC
One company proposes to define in UE category - separate buffer size for LTE operation and NR operation, and total buffer for LTE-NR DC operation (Huawei, HiSilicon). Define soft buffer as sum of LTE and NR (Samsung, MTK). No proposal for agreements could be made here as there is a dependency on NR soft buffer computation (see above) and in regards to LTE-NR peak data rate and capability discussions.
Proposal 5.1: Discuss LTE-NR soft buffer dimensioning after further progress on NR soft buffer dimensioning, LTE-NR UE peak data rate definition and capabilities
Following were proposed for LTE and NR soft buffer sharing.
a. Dynamic sharing (Ericsson, Samsung(up to UE implementation), Nokia, Intel)
b. Semi-static configuration (LGE, Huawei,Hisilicon) or fixed buffer size(Huawei, Hisilicon)
c. Hard split (ZTE, Sanechips (neither dynamic nor semi-static), MTK)
Proposal 5.2: Select from following options for soft buffer sharing in LTE-NR DC:
Option 1:  Dynamic sharing of soft buffer across LTE and NR.
Option 2: Semi-static sharing of soft buffer across LTE and NR.
Option 3: Hard split or no sharing of soft buffer across LTE and NR
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Annex A

In previous RAN1 meeting (in May), following was agreed with respect to the soft buffer dimensioning.
Agreements:
· A set of reference parameters is used for the purpose of soft buffer dimensioning
· A reference set of parameters includes at least DL HARQ RTT [Y ms] and data rate(s) of X Gbps 
· FFS: values of X and Y
· FFS: other conditions
· This does not imply UE has to have a HARQ-ACK timing based on the reference HARQ RTT
· FFS: how different UE categories are defined
· LBRM is taken into account
· Maximum number of HARQ processes per carrier supported in NR is 8 or 16 
· This is at least for the single numerology case and a slot-level scheduling and single-TRxP transmission
· FFS: down-selection of 8 or 16
· FFS: soft-buffer handling
· FFS: the value may be different depending on a certain condition (e.g., subcarrier spacing) 
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