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Introduction
In [1], Test setups for NR BS PUSCH were discussed. But there are still quite a lot of open issues left for NR PUSCH. In this paper, we share our view on these open issues. 
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For time domain resource allocation, we have the following agreements:
· FR1
· Slot-based transmission with resource mapping type A 
· FFS: 
· resource mapping type B
· non-slot-based transmission
· FR2
· Non-slot-based transmission with resource mapping type B and X UL symbols
· X is FFS. 
· FFS: 
· slot-based transmission
· Resource mapping type A
Currently, we already have slot-based transmission with resource mapping type A for FR1 and non-slot-based transmission with resource type B for FR2. If we add resource type B + non-slot-based transmission for FR1 and slot-based + resource mapping type A for FR2, we will double the PUSCH test cases. To reduce the test cases, we prefer to just focus on the slot-based transmission with resource type A for FR1 and non-slot-based transmission with resource mapping type B for FR2. 
Number of PUSCH symbols for non-slot-based transmission for FR2 
For downlink heavy TDD patterns for FR2, it is necessary to consider scenarios where both PDCCH and PUCCH transmissions can occur in the same slot as PUSCH transmission. For a good compromise between UL/DL latency and UL data throughput, it is suggested to consider PUSCH mapping type B with 8 PUSCH symbols.

DMRS configuration issue
According to the last meeting agreements, the group will define performance requirements for DMRS type 1, but FFS if requirements are defined for DMRS type 2. According to the RAN1 discussion, DMRS type 2 can get more beneficial for MU-MIMO. In RAN4, in the first release, we define performance requirements only for single UE. Thus, we can down-prioritize the requirements for DMRS-type 2 in Rel-15. 
Limited buffer rate matching issue
For BS, the benefit to use limited buffer rate matching and make sacrifice for the performance, it is not so attractive. Thus, we propose not to consider the limited buffer rate matching for the time being. 
PT-RS pattern issue when transform precoding is enabled 
In TS38.214, it is specified that the PTRS pattern is tied with the following association table. 
Table 6.2.3-3: PT-RS pattern as a function of scheduled bandwidth
	Scheduled bandwidth
	Number of PT-RS groups
	Number of samples 
per PT-RS group

	
NRB0 NRB < NRB1
	2
	2

	
NRB1  NRB < NRB2
	2
	4

	
NRB2  NRB < NRB3
	4
	2

	
NRB3  NRB < NRB4
	4
	4

	
NRB4  NRB
	8
	4



Defaults thresholds or sample density for PT-RS patterns are not defined in 3GPP 38.214 when transform precoding is enabled. In [2], default thresholds NRB0=0, NRB1=8, NRB2=NRB3=32, and NRB4=108 were proposed and showed good performance. It is thus proposed to consider NRB0=0, NRB1=8, NRB2=NRB3=32, and NRB4=108 for configuring PT-RS when transform precoding is enabled. 

Conclusion
In this paper, we share our view on the open issues for NR PUSCH demodulation. We hope the group can consider these views in the final agreement for NR PUSCH demodulation. 
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