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1 Introduction
The offline discussion is intended to arrive at a draftCR to be endorsed as baseline for support of cross-carrier scheduling with different numerology.
R2-1914362
CR to 38.331 on support of cross-carrier scheduling with different numerology
Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
draftCR
Rel-16
38.331
15.7.0
F
LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core
R2-1914682
RAN2 impact to support cross-carrier scheduling with different numerologies
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-16
LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core

- 
Huawei has placed the IEs in PUCCH config instead.

R2-1915064
CR on how to introduce x-scheduling with different numerologies
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
draftCR
Rel-16
38.331
15.7.0
LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core
- 
Nokia indicate that this is similar ot the QC proposal, but think also the Huawei proposal can work. 

DISCUSSION WAY FORWARD

- 
Huawei think we may need to evaluate impact of the two alternatives. Huawei and Intel think email discussion is needed. 

- 
Intel wonder about PUCCH groups in the QC CRs, if used they need to be defined. 

- 
Samsung prefer the QC/Nokia proposal. Ericsson agrees. Huawei point out that R1 specified the Huawei proposed structure. 

· Offline 45, arrive at a draftCR to be endorsed as baseline (QC). 

2 Discussion  
The key part of all the 3 CRs is the same, i.e. implement the following request from RAN1 LS (R1-1907953):

“In addition, RAN1 agreed to ask RAN2 to enable configuring the HARQ-ACK codebook type and HARQ-ACK spatial bundling configurations per PUCCH group in Rel-16.”

As discussed online, the 3 CRs are quite aligned from functionality perspective. The differences are below details:

1) Whether to configure the HARQ-ACK codebook type and spatial bundling of 2nd PUCCH group in PhysicalCellGroupConfig or in PUCCH-Config?
· Qualcomm/ZTE (R2-1914362) and Nokia (R2-1915064)’s CR: in PhysicalCellGroupConfig
· Huawei (R2-1914682)’s CR: in PUCCH-Config 

2) Whether to presence condition for 3 new IEs are introduced 
· Qualcomm/ZTE (R2-1914362) CR: presence condition (i.e. twoPUCCHgroup) is defined “This field is optionally present, Need R, if secondary PUCCH group is configured. It is absent otherwise.”. That is why the definitions of Primary PUCCH Group and Seconday PUCCH Group are defined in the CR.
· Huawei (R2-1914682) and Nokia (R2-1915064)’s CR: no presence condition is defined. The type of 3 new IEs are “need S” 

Based on above analysis, Rapporteur wants to know companies’ preference on the two questions.

Question 1: Which alternative do you prefer to include the 3 new IEs on the HARQ-ACK codebook type and spatial bundling of secondary PUCCH group?

· Alt-1: PhysicalCellGroupConfig
· Alt-2: PUCCH-Config
	Company
	Alt1/Alt2?
	Comment 

	Qualcomm
	Alt-1
	In Alt-1, the 3 new IEs related to secondary PUCCH group are located within the same IE (PhysicalCellGroupConfig) with the existing 3 IEs related to primary PUCCH group. It is a clearer structure.

In Alt-2, we identified 2 issues:

1. The 3 new IEs related to secondary PUCCH group (in PUCCH-Config) are located in different IE from the existing 3 IEs related to primary PUCCH group (in PhysicalCellGroupConfig). It seems less readable.
2. NW needs to duplicate the 3 new IEs in PUCCH-config of all serving cells of secondary PUCCH group. It is inefficient. 


	Nokia
	Alt-1
	Same argument as Qualcomm about existing paramers for primary PUCCH group being there. 


Question 2: Do you think a presence condition (i.e. “This field is optionally present, Need R, if secondary PUCCH group is configured. It is absent otherwise.”) is defined for the 3 new IEs on the HARQ-ACK codebook type and spatial bundling of secondary PUCCH group?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment 

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	A presence condition is clearer.

	Nokia
	 maybe
	No strong view. This is fine or then in field description the presence is defined (and need S is used for the optionality).


OTHER COMMENTS:
	Company
	
	Comment 

	Nokia
	 
	We would prefer having CR without new primary/secondary PUCCH group definitions. They do not really save anything in the CR wording.



	
	
	


3 Summary
Proposal 1: Adopt Qualcomm/ZTE CR without new primary/secondary PUCCH group definitions of as baseline.
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