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Introduction
In the following, some questions relevant to Summary of 7.1.3 – resource allocation under agenda point 7.1.3 are provided based on the views expressed in the contributions.
Summary
R1-1908326	Draft CR on PUSCH frequency resource allocation	ZTE
The CR tries to clarify that a UE should follow dynamic BWP switching only if the DCI is configured to use dynamic switching and the UE supports dynamic BWP switching. However, the change is not needed as a network should not configure a UE with a feature it is not supporting, hence the current specification text is sufficient.
Proposal: Reject the CR.
R1-1908457	Draft CR on maximum number of layers according to band combination in TBS_LBRM for TS38.212	Samsung
The CR tries to address ambiguities in the number of layers to assume for LBRM in case of carrier aggregation. However, the example cited in the Tdoc has ambiguity with respect to max# layers. For such UEs reporting ambiguous parameter set, RAN2 introduced the new RRC parameter maxMIMO-Layers and corresponding capability parameter - those should be utilized instead of making this change.
Proposal: Reject the CR.
R1-1908562	Correction on slot configuration	CATT
The CR is primarily of editorial nature, aligning parameter names across specifications and sections. However, proposal #2 need to be changed to cover also if only tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationCommon is provided
Proposal: Adopt changes 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, (potentially in the alignment CR). Update proposal 2 to handle also the case when only tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationCommon is provided
R1-1908752	Correction on UE receiving PDSCH procedure in FR2		Ericsson
The current text in 38.214 has a double negative expression in UE PDSCH procedure in FR2, resulting in that a UE need to be capable to decode a PDSCH if the PDSCH overlaps with another PDSCH in PRBs during P-RNTI triggered SI acquisition process, where the other PDSCH is scheduled by SI-RNTI. Not adopting the CR would require UEs in FR2 to be able to process two PDSCHs when the PRBs overlap, which is not in line with the previous RAN1 agreements from RAN1#93.
Proposal: Adopt the CR.
R1-1908858	Correction to PDSCH/PUSCH slot aggregation	NEC
The CR proposes a clarification of the aggregation factor variable when determining the redundancy version. No technical impact.
See also R1-1909130.
Proposal: Include the changes in a potential alignment CR (if no alignment CR is used, we can leave the spec as is to keep the number of CRs down)
R1-1909130	Correction on slot aggregation	ASUSTEK
The CR is similar to R1-1908858 (and hence a candidate for the alignment CR), but the change of the “n mod 4” expression in the table header might have an undesirable technical impact.
Proposal: Reject the CR.
R1-1908953	Correction on PDSCH resource allocation scheduled by PDCCH in Type 0 common search space	Spreadtrum Communications
From the cover page: 
In TS38.211, there are three definitions of resource block bundles with interleaved VRB-to-PRB mapping:
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Case 1: PDSCH transmissions scheduled with DCI format 1_0 with the CRC scrambled by SI-RNTI in Type0-PDCCH common search space in CORESET 0. Bundle size is 2 and total resource block number is the size of CORESET 0.
· Case 2: PDSCH transmissions scheduled with DCI format 1_0 in any common search space other than Type0-PDCCH common search space in bandwidth part i. Bundle size is 2 and total resource block number is the size of CORESET 0 or initial BWP.
· Case 3: all other PDSCH transmissions. Bundle size is configured by vrb-ToPRB-Interleaver and total resource block number is the size of active BWP.

Case 1 and Case 2 define VRB-to-PRB mapping of PDSCH scheduled by DCI format 1_0 in common search space. However, for Type0-PDCCH common search space in other CORESETs, it will use RB bundle definition in case 3 that is not consistent with resource allocation in 38.214.

Proposal: Adopt the CR.
R1-1909008	Correction on higher layer configured transmission and reception	Ericsson
In 38.213 v15.4.0, all instances of “higher layer parameters” before RRC parameters were removed to improve readability: However, unintentionally, two instances of the text “higher layer parameters” without a RRC parameter name following were also removed, leading to obscure and incomplete specification text. The CR adds back “higher layer parameters” in those two locations.
Proposal: Adopt the CR (or add it to the alignment CR).
R1-1909119	Draft TS38.212 CR on VRB-PRB mapping	vivo
The CR is an editorial move of a table currently located in the PUSCH-related text but used by PDSCH. No technical change.
Proposal: Include the changes in a potential alignment CR (if no alignment CR is used, we can leave the spec as is to keep the number of CRs down)
R1-1909327	Correction on the size of RBG and PRG in TS38.214	Huawei, HiSilicon
The CR tries to address mismatches between BWP size, RBG size, and RB bundles. The CR has technical impact but according to the CR this can happen only when the BWP size is smaller than the nominal RBG size or the precoding granularity. It can be argued that such small BWPs are not relevant in Rel-15 and can be viewed as incorrect configuration.
Proposal: Reject the CR.
R1-1909330	Correction on Tx DC location	Huawei, HiSilicon
The CR is of editorial nature, revising the meaning of the value 3301 for the uplink DC subcarrier to “reserved” in order to be consistent with the RAN4 specifications. Another possibility is to not mention the value 3301 in 38.211 at all as it is already covered by 38.331. This would be similar to the approach taken for the downlink.
Proposal: Address the misalignment  in a potential 211 alignment CR.
R1-1909450	Correction on frequency hopping in TS38.214	Huawei, HiSilicon
The CR is of editorial nature, changing the way some sentences in 38.214 referring to frequency hopping are written. However, the current specification is clear and hence there is no need for the CR.
Proposal: Reject the CR.



