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1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14]Introduction 
This contribution summarizes the remaining issues on 7.1.3.3.6 multiplexing data with different transmission durations based on the following contributions
R1-1806071	Remaining issues on Multiplexing data with different transmission durations	vivo
R1-1806668	Remaining issues on DL data multiplexing with different reliability requirements ETRI
R1-1806897	Summary of remaining issues on pre-emption indication with TP	Huawei, HiSilicon
R1-1807260	Remaining issues of multiplexing data with different transmission durations	Ericsson
R1-1807367	Considerations on differentiating eMBB and URLLC	Qualcomm Incorporated
2. Applicability of DL PI to UEs receiving URLLC DL traffics
A UE configured to monitor both eMBB and URLLC DL traffics and DL preemption indication may receive a PI indicating “no transmission” over the resource scheduled for URLLC DL for the same UE. Thus how UE should interpret this “pre-emption on URLLC resource” indicated from gNB can be discussed. 
One companies (6071) proposed to leave it to UE implementation, i.e. UE is allowed to decode data without considering PI, since it was agreed to not specify the UE behaviour for DL PI. 
Two companies (6668, 6897) proposed to specify that UEs configured with both eMBB and URLLC DL traffic will not consider PI in receiving URLLC DL. Such UE behaviour is under the condition that the UE is able to differentiate eMBB and URLLC DL traffic in L1. 
Two more companies provided their views over the email reflectors and think this issue is not essential for Rel-15 and can be handled by proper gNB configuration or UE implementation. 
Three companies (6668, 6897, 7367) proposed the approaches to differentiate eMBB and URLLC DL in L1, including the following
· Use URLLC specific DCI format
· Same or different size as eMBB DCI format?
· Use URLLC specific RNTI
· Use URLLC specific CRC mask
· TTI length
· MCS table
Feature lead comments:
The possibility of differentiating eMBB and URLLC in L1 should be discussed and concluded first before discussing any URLLC specific UE behaviour for DL pre-emption. It is noticed that the differentiation of eMBB and URLLC is proposed as well in many other agenda items under 7.1.3, e.g. AI 7.1.3.1.4 DCI contents and formats, AI 7.1.3.2.3 UCI multiplexing, AI 7.2.2 URLLC others. Due to its wide impact, it is proposed to have a joint discussion on this issue. 
Proposal: 
1. A joint discussion is proposed on the whether and how to differentiate eMBB and URLLC in L1 in Rel-15.
2. If the L1 differentiation of eMBB and URLLC is supported in Rel-15, further discuss the following
· UE is allowed to not consider PI (if detected) in the decoding of URLLC PDSCH

Additional comments from email reflector
	Intel
	We don't think this optimization is necessary for Rel.15. Overall, we think all the features targeting optimization of co-existence of different services within a UE should be pushed out from Rel.15 June drop.

	Samsung
	It is not essential feature and up to gNB implementation. 



