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Introduction
This document summarizes draft CRs related to resource allocation and submitted under 7.1.3.
LBRM when the UEs MIMO capabilities are not known
	R1-1906531
	DraftCR for TS38.212 on default value for max MIMO layers (Rel15, NR_newRAT-Core)
	MediaTek



The draft CR proposes to change the number of MIMO layers when neither of maxMIMO-Layers of PUSCH-ServingCellConfig and maxMIMO-Layers of PDSCH-ServingCellConfig are configured from the number of layers supported by the UE according to its capabilities to one in order to avoid ambiguities prior to capability reporting. 
The proposed changes are not backwards compatible, and the default values currently in the specification were discussed multiple times in the past (incl at RAN1#95 when introducing new RRC parameters for MIMO layers in a backwards compatible manner).
Proposal: Reject the CR.

Clarification of non-full-duplex UE communication
	R1-1907046
	Clarification regarding non-full-duplex UE communication
	Ericsson



UEs not capable of full duplex communication need a minimum guard time between UL and DL. This is captured in 38.211 but the current text is ambiguous and not aligned with the description in RAN2 and RAN4. At RAN1#96bis, the same issue was discussed with the following conclusion:
R1-1905516	Clarification regarding non-full-duplex UE communication	Ericsson
Revision of R1-1905178
Discuss further offline
Revisit this CR after RAN4 makes further progress on this topic.

Proposal: Discuss offline and check RAN4 progress during the week for potential adoption of the draft CR in R1-1907046.

VRB-to-PRB mapping
	R1-1907208
	Corrections on mapping from virtual to physical resource blocks for PUSCH scheduled by RAR UL grant and Msg3 retransmission
	Sharp



The intention of the CR seems reasonable. However, in 38.211 and 38.213, the term “msg3” is used. If this “msg3” is to be interpreted as covering both transmissions and retransmissions (TC-RNTI), which seems reasonable, then the draft CR can be problematic as it describes retransmissions of msg3 as “TC-RNTI with DCI 0_0” (similarly to 38.214). If we want consistent terminology across the specifications, either 38.211 and 38.213 change their wording to align with 38.214, or we change the wording of the draft CR (and possible 38.214), but note that there are subtle differences between “msg3” and “TC-RNTI with DCI0_0”.
In R1-1907684, a related discussion on terminology alignment across specifications with respect to msg3 and associated terms which can be used as a basis for offline discussion.
Proposal: Discuss offline, starting from R1-1907684.

Correction to OFDM signal generation
	R1-1907499
	Correction on OFDM baseband signal generation
	Huawei, HiSilicon



This draft CR suggests an editorial change to clarify when the scs-SpecificCarrierList for UL and scs-SpecificCarrierList for DL is to be used when generating the PFDM signal. Which list to use seems obvious and is clear from 38.331, hence no need to change.
Proposal: Reject the CR.

Initial BWP
The following two draft CRs suggest changing “initial active BWP” used at some places in 38.211 and 38.213 to “initial BWP” in order to align with the terminology used in 38.212, 38.214, and RAN2 specifications.

	R1-1907500
	Correction on initial BWP in TS38.211
	Huawei, HiSilicon



Proposal: Include R1-1907500 in the 38.211 alignment CR.

	[bookmark: _Hlk8657816]R1-1907501
	Correction on initial BWP in TS38.213
	Huawei, HiSilicon



Proposal: Include R1-1907501 in the 38.213 alignment CR.

Data rate calculation
	R1-1907505
	Correction on DataRate and DataRateCC
	Huawei, HiSilicon



The proposal is applicable only for CBG-based transmissions, which is optional for UE implementation. Since the case of back-to-back CBG based retransmissions at peak rate considered in the proposal would be extremely rare in practice, it seems OK to keep spec as it is and leave it up to UE implementation on how to handle such rare cases.
Proposal: Reject the CR.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
