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1 [bookmark: _Ref1160581]Introduction
In this contribution, we present our views on an outstanding correction related to the newly introduced DCI formats 0_2/1_2. 
2 Correction to DCI size alignment procedure 
During RAN1 #101-e meeting, the following was agreed [1]:
Agreement
· A UE is not expected to monitor a first decoding candidate with DCI format 0_0/1_0  and a second candidate with DCI format 0_2/1_2, where the two decoding candidates are mapped to the same resource and the DCI formats 0_0/1_0 and 0_2/1_2 have the same size.  
· A UE is not expected to monitor a first decoding candidate with DCI format 0_1/1_1  and a second candidate with DCI format 0_2/1_2, where the two decoding candidates are mapped to the same resource and the DCI formats 0_1/1_1 and 0_2/1_2 have the same size. 

However, this has not yet been reflected in the TS 38.212. 
The following was proposed as a correction for TS 38.212 Section 7.3.1.0, but not agreed:
	· the size of DCI format 0_2 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 0_1 in the same or another UE-specific search space; or
· the size of DCI format 1_2 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 1_1 in the same or another UE-specific search space.



Instead, it was suggested to also preclude (in addition to the above) the possibility of having same size between DCI formats 0_2 and 1_1, and between DCI formats 1_2 and 0_1. However, such additional restrictions are entirely unnecessary as well as is against the above-quoted RAN1 agreement, wherein in all discussions on this issue, the interpretation of  “DCI format 0_x/1_x” as “DCI format 0_x and 1_x, respectively” in the bullets of the RAN1 agreement, as against an interpretation as “DCI format 0_x and 1_x”. This can be observed from the exact text of the agreement itself. In particular, the text in the RAN1 agreement is consistent only if “0_x/1_x” is interpreted as “0_x and 1_x, respectively”, and not if interpreted as “x_0 and x_1”. This is because a decoding candidate cannot correspond to more than one DCI format, unless they are of the same size, and if they are of the same size, then it the issue is moot.
The interpretation to prohibit same DCI format sizes only within DL formats or UL formats respectively was based on the technical consideration that there may be potential ambiguity in identifying between DCI format 0_2 and the other UL formats and between DCI format 1_2 and the other DL formats; there is no ambiguity in identification between an UL and a DL DCI format due to the presence of the header bit-field in the DCI format indicating whether the format is for DL or UL. Further the addition restriction would lead to an increased number of DCI format sizes, leading to unnecessary scheduling restrictions, while there exists no material benefit to UE implementation with the additional restriction for the current specifications due to the UE having to decode and parse a DCI format to know which one it is. 
Proposal 1
· Adopt the following TP to implement the correction:
	< Unchanged parts omitted, TS 38.212, Subclause 7.3.1.0, v16.2.0>

The UE is not expected to handle a configuration that, after applying the above steps, results in
-	the total number of different DCI sizes configured to monitor is more than 4 for the cell; or
-	the total number of different DCI sizes with C-RNTI configured to monitor is more than 3 for the cell; or
-	the size of DCI format 0_0 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 0_1 in another UE-specific search space; or
-	the size of DCI format 1_0 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 1_1 in another UE-specific search space; or
-	the size of DCI format 0_0 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 0_2 in another UE-specific search space; or
-	the size of DCI format 1_0 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 1_2 in another UE-specific search space; or
-    the size of DCI format 0_2 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 0_1 in the same or another UE-specific search space; or
-    the size of DCI format 1_2 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 1_1 in the same or another UE-specific search space. 

< Unchanged parts omitted, TS 38.212, Subclause 7.3.1.0, v16.2.0>



3 Conclusions 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In this contribution, we presented our views on one open issue related to URLLC DCI design. Based on the presented discussion, we have the following proposal:
Proposal 1
· Adopt the following TP to implement the correction:
	< Unchanged parts omitted, TS 38.212, Subclause 7.3.1.0, v16.2.0>

The UE is not expected to handle a configuration that, after applying the above steps, results in
-	the total number of different DCI sizes configured to monitor is more than 4 for the cell; or
-	the total number of different DCI sizes with C-RNTI configured to monitor is more than 3 for the cell; or
-	the size of DCI format 0_0 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 0_1 in another UE-specific search space; or
-	the size of DCI format 1_0 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 1_1 in another UE-specific search space; or
-	the size of DCI format 0_0 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 0_2 in another UE-specific search space; or
-	the size of DCI format 1_0 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 1_2 in another UE-specific search space; or
-    the size of DCI format 0_2 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 0_1 in the same or another UE-specific search space; or
-    the size of DCI format 1_2 in a UE-specific search space is equal to DCI format 1_1 in the same or another UE-specific search space. 

< Unchanged parts omitted, TS 38.212, Subclause 7.3.1.0, v16.2.0>
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