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1	Introduction
During RAN plenary #78, the first version of release 15 NR specifications were approved. CRs were further agreed in January 2018 ad hoc meeting, and the latest specifications were endorsed. There are some remaining issues regarding the alignment of different DCI format sizes, which we will discuss in this contribution.
The design of BWP switching DCI is discussed in our companion contribution [1].
2	DCI format sizes
We have agreed on the following regarding the DCI format sizes:
Agreements:
For one carrier:
· [bookmark: _Hlk506325404](working assumption) Payload sizes for 2-2 and 2-3 are padded (if needed) to match the size of formats 0-0/1-0 as defined by the initial BWP
· (working assumption) At most 4 different DCI sizes are monitored by the UE per slot
· At most 3 different DCI sizes are monitored per C-RNTI per slot
· Payload size for formats 0-1 and 1-1 may differ
Working assumption:
· The number of bits in the resource allocation field for format 0-0 and 1-0 depends on search space:
· In CSS(s) in CORESET 0, use initial DL BWP for DCI size determination and RB numbering
· FFS If a UE monitors 0-0/1-0 in CSS in CORESET 0 in a slot, it does not monitor formats 0-0 or 1-0 (or 2-x family in case they have a size aligned with 0-0/1-0) in any other search space
· Otherwise, use active BWP for DCI size determination and RB numbering

In a typical configuration, a UE needs to monitor the non-fallback DCI formats 0_1 and 1_1, which account for 2 different DCI sizes scrambled by C-RNTI according to the agreement. In addition, a UE typically needs to also monitor the fallback DCI formats 0_0 and 1_0, which is another DCI size scrambled by C-RNTI. According to the working assumption, depending on which search space the UE monitors for formats 0_0/1_0, the DCI size can be different. With the working assumption that at most 3 different DCI sizes are monitored per C-RNTI, this effectively means that formats 0_0/1_0 cannot be monitored in both CSS associated with CORESET 0 and another search space set. But this will unlikely cause a problem because there is typically no need to configure fallback formats in two search space sets. (However, the compact DCI for URLLC should be considered independently, not necessarily subject to this number of 4.)
[bookmark: _GoBack]If formats 0_0/1_0 is monitored in either USS or CSS not associated with CORESET 0, formats 2_2/2_3 may have a different size from formats 0_0/1_0 according to the working assumptions. Then this will be the 4th DCI size that a UE needs to monitor. In this case, the remaining DCI formats (2_0 and 2_1) need to be aligned with one of the others in order to keep the working assumption of at most 4 different DCI sizes. The natural choice would be to align the size of format 2_0/2_1 with 2_2/2_3, as they are all monitored in CSS.
Proposal 1: The sizes of DCI format 2_0 and 2_1 are aligned with the sizes of format 2_2 and 2_3.
The design of another DCI format for PDCCH order for random access (we call it format X for easy reference in this paper) is still ongoing, and our view is presented in our companion contribution [2]. The next question is what the size should be for this DCI. From the discussion above, it is clear that there is no new DCI size available with the budget we have in the working assumption. Therefore, it needs to be aligned with one of the existing C-RNTI scrambled DCI. The natural choice would be to align it with the shorter ones, formats 0_0/1_0. However, the size of formats 0_0/1_0 depends on which search space they are monitored in. To address this issue, one possible approach is: 
· If formats 0_0/1_0 are configured to be monitored, the size of format X is always aligned with the size of formats 0_0/1_0, regardless of which search spaces these formats are monitored in; otherwise, the size of format X is aligned with the size of formats 0_0/1_0 associated with the same search space.
This would accommodate the case when format X and formats 0_0/1_0 are configured in different search spaces. However, practically speaking it always makes sense to configure them in the same search space to avoid duplicated candidate monitoring at the UE (i.e. waste of PDCCH candidates). So a simplified approach is to always align the size of format X with that of formats 0_0/1_0 assuming they are in the same search space.
Proposal 2: The size of DCI format for PDCCH order for random access is aligned with the size of format 0_0/1_0 assuming they are in the same search space.

3	Conclusion
In this contribution we have discussed the size alignment of different DCI formats and proposed the following:
Proposal 1: The sizes of DCI format 2_0 and 2_1 are aligned with the sizes of format 2_2 and 2_3.
Proposal 2: The size of DCI format for PDCCH order for random access is aligned with the size of format 0_0/1_0 assuming they are in the same search space.
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