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Introduction
This document captures the remaining issues after the RAN1 organized offline discussion on Tuesday, August 27, 2019, about resource allocation issues under 7.1.3.
Summary
LBRM
R1-1908457	Draft CR on maximum number of layers according to band combination in TBS_LBRM for TS38.212		Samsung
Check further offline

Monday offline session:
Comment 1: whenever there is a ambiguous scenario, NW can use signaling to avoid the ambiguity.
Comment 2: this ambiguous issue exists before RRC signaling. How to resolve ambiguity before NW signals?
Comment 3: response to comment 2, there are ways to resolve, e.g. NW can do conservative scheduling
Comment 4: clarification is necessary, change maximum to minimum

Monday offline outcome: Need more time to discuss

Tuesday update:

	FL remark: Is RAN1 spec update necessary? If so, how?

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	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.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Offline proposal: Unclear if there is a need for the CR (may impact backwards compatibility). Continue offline discussions.

Slot configuration and parameter names
R1-1908562	Correction on slot configuration	CATT
R1-1909083	Corrections of mis-aligned parameter names in TS38.213	Sharp
Check further offline
Tuesday update:
Offline discussions:
· Change 2 needs to be checked throughout the section
· Case 1: only common
· Case 2: only dedicated => Check
· Case 3: both common and dedicated
· Case 4: none is configured
· Change 3: Is it applicable to FDD or not?
· Change 4: check the timeline
· Change 5: type1 CSS should be removed?
· Change 6: different wording is needed?
Wednesday update:
· Change 1: Sharp sent out a version merging changes from Sharp and CATT CRs. 
· FL proposal: Draft_updated_R1-1909660, looks ok. Prepare a draft CR for inclusion in the alignment CR?
· Changes 2-6: CATT sent out an updated version in reflector 
· FL proposal: Draft on reflector, no comments made, needs checking?

Offline proposal:
· Change 1: include the changes in “Draft_updated_R1-1909660” (Sharp/CATT to obtain a Tdoc number) in the 213 alignment CR.
· [bookmark: _Hlk17995523][bookmark: _Hlk17995499]Change 2 – 6: Companies to check the latest CR in R1-1909657 and provide feedback no later than morning coffee break on Friday.
Higher layer configured transmission and reception
R1-1909008	Correction on higher layer configured transmission and reception	Ericsson
Check further offline
Monday offline session:
Comment 1: intention is reasonable. Better wording can be formulated.

Monday offline outcome: Tim to suggest an alternative formulation

Update:

TP 1 (original CR):
	For a set of symbols of a slot that are indicated to a UE as flexible by tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationCommon, or tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationDedicated, the UE does not expect to receive both dedicated higher layer parameters configuring transmission from the UE in the set of symbols of the slot and dedicated higher layer parameters configuring reception by the UE in the set of symbols of the slot. 




TP 2 (original CR updated taken into account QC’s comment):
	For a set of symbols of a slot that are indicated to a UE as flexible by tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationCommon, or tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationDedicated, the UE does not expect to receive both dedicated higher layer parameters that configureing transmission from the UE in the set of symbols of the slot and dedicated higher layer parameters that configureing reception by the UE in the set of symbols of the slot. 




TP 3 (alternative wording from Tim):
	For a set of symbols of a slot that are indicated to a UE as flexible by tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationCommon, or tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationDedicated, the UE does not expect to receive both UE-specific higher layer dedicated configurationing indicating both transmission and reception byfrom the UE in the same symbol of the set of symbols of the slot and dedicated configuring reception by the UE in the set of symbols of the slot. 



Offline proposal: Adopt R1-1909008 (TP1) for the alignment 213 CR.
RBG and PRG sizes
R1-1909327	Correction on the size of RBG and PRG in TS38.214	Huawei, HiSilicon
Check further offline

From FL summary: 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.


Update:

	FL remark: Is fixing the issue for small BWP sizes (1, 2, 3 RBs) essential for Rel-15?

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Not essential.

	Samsung
	Not necessary

	Huawei
	Good for future use case

	Nokia
	Not necessary

	VIVO
	Support the change



Offline proposal: No agreement whether the change is essential or not. Currently Rel-15 does not support BWP sizes of 1, 2 or 3 RBs.
Tx DC location
R1-1909330	Correction on Tx DC location	Huawei, HiSilicon
Check further offline

Tuesday update:

FL remark: Wait for the outcome of RAN1 discussion on the corresponding RAN4 LS.

Offline proposal: Continue discussions in conjunction with the RAN4 LS.




