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1	Introduction
8.17.4	Other
Issues not covered elsewhere. 
- OI RRC: FFS for sfnSchemePdsch in PDSCH-Config to be applicable for BWP-DownlinkCommon (RRC Rap: hopefully R1 can give guidence). 

In this contribution we provide our view on the remaining issues.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
In RAN2 RRC discussion [3] the observation on FFS is raised.
Open issue 1:  There is FFS for sfnSchemePdsch in PDSCH-Config to be applicable for BWP-DownlinkCommon. 

The parameter sfnSchemePdsch is in PDSCH-Config which is included in both dedicated and common BWP configurations and thus if this is not applicable for the common BWP, the field description should be updated to correspond this.
In RAN1#106bis-e, they had the following agreement:
Agreement
Enhanced SFN (scheme 1 or TRP-based pre-compensation scheme) for PDCCH and PDSCH is configured by using separate per-BWP RRC parameters
· In Rel-17, all downlink BWPs (except initial BWP and FFS: BWP-DownlinkCommon) within a CC should be the same configuration of SFN scheme

When looking into the content of BWP-DownlinkCommon, this IE contains only cell specific configurations, PDCCH-ConfigCommon and PDSCH-ConfigCommon. So, in our view, by “per BWP” configuration it can only make sense that the BWP is BWP-DownlinkDedicated and the “FFS:” should be removed from the above agreement.
On RAN1#107-e meeting the issue has been brought up for clarification in our contribution. Though in email discussion every company agreed that the “all downlink BWPs” are referring to dedicated BWP only and we should remove the FFS, but some of the companies don’t want to clarify it in an agreement. 

However, a clarification from RAN1 is anyway needed. There seems to be concern in RAN1 on making it as agreement, we need to figure out a way to make it clear for RAN2.
[bookmark: _Toc95382761][bookmark: _Toc95477131]A clarification from RAN1 is needed even if there would be concern in RAN1 on making it as agreement.

[bookmark: _Toc95477133][bookmark: _Toc95382758]If RAN1 does not provide the clarification RAN2 agrees that sfnSchemePdsch in PDSCH-Config is not applicable for BWP-DownlinkCommon 





Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	A clarification from RAN1 is needed even if there would be concern in RAN1 on making it as agreement.


Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	If RAN1 does not provide the clarification RAN2 agrees that sfnSchemePdsch in PDSCH-Config is not applicable for BWP-DownlinkCommon
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