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The following has been agreed by the first phase email discussion.
Agreements:
· Continue the discussion in this meeting based on the TP#3a in the appendix to TS 38.213 Section 8.1A with potential updates, to align the terminology of ‘first hop’ and ‘second hop’ as used in 38.214.
To check TPs till 4/30

Text proposal of the terminology for frequency hops
Information for the cover page
Reasons for change
To align the terminology used for frequency hops.
Summary of changes
Implement the above updates
Specs/Sections impacted
TS 38.213, Section 8.1A.

Text proposal
The only difference from the TP#3a in the appendix is that, the sentence “otherwise, there is no time separation of the PUSCH transmission before and after frequency hopping” is kept as commented by Nokia, Intel, and Apple in the first phase discussions.
Proposal 1: 
· Adopt the following TP to align the terminology of ‘first hop’ and ‘second hop’ as used in 38.214.
----------------------------------------Start of TP #3a for TS 38.213------------------------------
8.1A	PUSCH for Type-2 random access procedure
<Unchanged Text Omitted>

For a PUSCH transmission with frequency hopping in a slot, when indicated by msgA-intraSlotFrequencyHopping for the active UL BWP, the frequency offset for the second hop [6, TS 38.214] is determined as described in Clause 8.3, Table 8.3-1 using msgA-HoppingBits instead of [image: ]. If guardPeriodMsgAPUSCH is provided, a first symbol of the PUSCH transmission after frequency hoppingsecond hop is separated by guardPeriodMsgAPUSCH symbols from the end of a last symbol of the PUSCH transmission before frequency hoppingfirst hop; otherwise, there is no time separation of the PUSCH transmission before and after frequency hopping. If the UE is provided with useInterlacePUSCH-Common, it shall transmit PUSCH without frequency hopping. A PUSCH transmission uses a same spatial filter as an associated PRACH transmission. 
<Unchanged Text Omitted>
----------------------------------------End of TP #3a ------------------------------------------------------



Any comments?
	Company
	Comment

	Intel
	We are fine with the TP in proposal 1. 

	CATT
	We agree with the proposal 1 and related TP#3a.

	vivo
	We are fine with the TP.

	Apple
	We are ok with Proposal 1.

	Huawei, HiSi
	We are ok with Proposal 1.

	Spreadtrum
	We are fine with the TP.

	Nokia
	As a starting point we are fine with proposal 1 and the associated TP. There may be uncertainty as to whether the text refers to start or end of last symbol of first hop. Hence, to ensure full clarity of the indicated gap, we would further suggest that the TP is modified/adjusted according to (marked with red text and yellow highlight):
, a first symbol of the PUSCH transmission after frequency hoppingsecond hop is separated by guardPeriodMsgAPUSCH symbols from end of transmission of a last symbol of the PUSCH transmission before frequency hoppingfirst hop;
The reason for this suggested addition is to avoid possibility of misunderstanding of whether the gap is including or excluding the last symbol of the first hop.

	Qualcomm
	We are fine with the revised TP  suggested by Nokia (shown above).
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Appendix
TP#3a in [1]
----------------------------------------Start of TP #3a for TS 38.213------------------------------
8.1A	PUSCH for Type-2 random access procedure
<Unchanged Text Omitted>

For a PUSCH transmission with frequency hopping in a slot, when indicated by msgA-intraSlotFrequencyHopping for the active UL BWP, the frequency offset for the second hop [6, TS 38.214] is determined as described in Clause 8.3, Table 8.3-1 using msgA-HoppingBits instead of [image: ]. If guardPeriodMsgAPUSCH is provided, a first symbol of the PUSCH transmission after frequency hoppingsecond hop is separated by guardPeriodMsgAPUSCH symbols from a last symbol of the PUSCH transmission before frequency hoppingfirst hop; otherwise, there is no time separation of the PUSCH transmission before and after frequency hopping. If the UE is provided with useInterlacePUSCH-Common, it shall transmit PUSCH without frequency hopping. A PUSCH transmission uses a same spatial filter as an associated PRACH transmission. 

<Unchanged Text Omitted>
----------------------------------------End of TP #3a ------------------------------------------------------

Companies’ views collected in the first phase email discussion.
	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	Generally fine.
But why the following TP is needed?
A PUSCH occasion for PUSCH transmission is defined by a frequency resource and a time resource, and is associated with a DMRS resource. The DMRS resources are provided by msgA-DMRS-Configuration. When indicated by msgA-intraSlotFrequencyHopping for the active UL BWP, a PUSCH occasion consists of the first hop and the second hop.
 

	Ericsson
	Same question as Samsung. There seems no such text “The msg3 PUSCH consists of the first hop and the second hop” for Msg3 PUSCH in case of frequency hopping in 38.213.

	Huawei, HiSi
	In response to Samsung comments.
There is below in spec: “Consecutive PUSCH occasions within each slot are separated by guardPeriodMsgAPUSCH symbols and have same duration.” It might be misunderstood that the GP between two hops makes the PUSCH as two POs/resources/units. For msg3 it is not needed as no GP in Rel-15.
Having said the above, we do not have strong preference if it is commonly understood. But this appears the case likely to be needed, when the issue 1 and proposal 1 is provided from some proponents.

	CATT
	Generally the proposal is ok but we have the same view with Ericsson and SS that it is unnecessary to capture this proposed TP ‘When indicated by msgA-intraSlotFrequencyHopping for the active UL BWP, a PUSCH occasion consists of the first hop and the second hop.’

	vivo
	We are fine with the TP in the first paragraph. The TP in the second paragraph seems not needed as Samsung and Ericsson mentioned.

	OPPO
	Fine with the change in the 1st TP.
It seems not necessary for the second TP as it is the common sense that a PUSCH includes the 1st and 2nd hop when hopping is configured.

	LG Electronics
	We are fine to adopt the TP in first paragraph. 
But, we think the TP in second paragraph is redundant.

	Nokia
	Agree with Ericsson and Samsung that last part of TP may not be needed. Further, we are a bit concerned about the removal of “otherwise, there is no time separation of the PUSCH transmission before and after frequency hopping”, which would otherwise bring clarity of the situation of no guard time being configured.

	Intel
	For the first part of the TP, we are fine to change to “first hop” and “second hop”, but we think it is better to keep “otherwise, there is no time separation of the PUSCH transmission between the first hop and second hop.”
For the second part the TP, we share similar views as other companies that this is not needed. 

	Qualcomm
	We share the same view with Ericsson and Samsung. The second part of the TP is not needed.

	Apple
	The first part TP can be agreeable without removing “otherwise…”. Second part TP is not necessary.




image10.wmf
hop

UL,

N


image1.wmf
hop

UL,

N


