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1 Introduction
This document is to collect company’s view on the email discussion [107-e-NR-7.1CRs-15]:
[107-e-NR-7.1CRs-15] For all remaining issues not covered under [107-e-NR-7.1CRs-01] ~ [107-e-NR-7.1CRs-14], determine whether to reject or continue discussions in future meetings by Nov 15 – Youngbum (Samsung)

	Moderator’s note: From the discussion in [107-e-Prep-AI7.1], the collected issues in this email thread [107-e-NR-7.1CRs-15] are basically considered not essential/critical. Nonetheless, there are still some views to clarify/conclude some point. Therefore, please provide your additional views taking into account the raised comments during [107-e-Prep-AI7.1] but not reiterate your previous comments. Note that this email thread is to determine whether to reject or continue discussions in future meetings. Please provide your view before the start of QUIET PERIOD (UTC 11:59pm November 12th). Moderator will suggest the potential conclusion after the QUIET PERIOD.



2 Issue#7: R1-2111209/R1-2111210, Correction on n_HARQ determination for PUCCH power control, CATT
Table 1: Please indicate your company name in either row below
	“Reject”
	ZTE, NTT DOCOMO, QC, Samsung

	“Continue discussions in future meetings”
	



Table 2: Please add your additional comment, if any, supporting your above position (refrain from reiterating your previous comment during [107-e-Prep-AI7.1])
	Company 
	Comment (if any)

	ZTE
	The loss of at least 3 DCIs is of low probability, then we think the CR is not essential. 

	QC
	Same comment as ZTE. No need to introduce NBC change for corner cases. 

	Samsung
	Same view as above. It does not justify introducing the CR at this stage.


3 Issue#8: R1-2111211/R1-2111212, Correction on determination of TDRA table to be used for PUSCH, CATT
Table 3: Please indicate your company name in either row below
	“Reject”
	NTT DOCOMO, QC, Samsung

	“Continue discussions in future meetings”
	CATT



Table 4: Please add your additional comment, if any, supporting your above position (refrain from reiterating your previous comment during [107-e-Prep-AI7.1])
	Company 
	Comment (if any)

	CATT
	Based on the inputs during preparation phase, 6 companies support to discuss the issue while 8 companies think that it can be addressed by gNB implementation so that there is no need for further discussion.
It is not clear to us what companies meant by avoiding the issue by gNB implementation. It would be good if companies can clarify.

	ZTE
	Technically speaking, the intention of this CR is correct. However, we are afraid it would cause NBC issue at such a late state to change this TDRA selection table.
Also as commented by other companies, this potential issue can be avoided by network implementation. For example, network can use CORESET#0 for these cases or configure the same TDRA tables for all UEs.
Furthermore, it seems the case when UE has been configured pusch-TimeDomainAllocationList in pusch-Config and needs to initiate CBRA in CONNECTED state may not happen frequently. Thus, it may not be a big issue in practice.
Overall, we prefer to avoid this kind of NBC issue at this stage.

	CATT
	Thanks ZTE for the clarification. It seems that the issue and the intention of the correction are agreeable. For the proposed solutions by gNB implementation, it is clear that unnecessary restrictions are put to gNB, either to always configure Type1 CSS associated with CORESET#0 or to always configure same dedicated TDRA tables to the UE. 
If the concern from objecting companies comes from NBC issue, one possible way forward is to adopt the CR from Rel-16.

	NTT DOCOMO
	If gNB implementation can solve the issue, then we are not sure we need to have discussions on this even for Rel-16 while we are now at end of Rel-17 and a lot of Rel-17 TEI will be dropped.

	QC
	We acknowledge the issue identified by the CR. But we don’t want to introduce NBC change to spec. This issue can be avoided by gNB implementation. 

	Samsung
	The ambiguity can be handled by proper gNB’s implementation, for example, by taking one option among the following options:
1) Configure type1 CSS associated with CORESET#0 – UE uses common TDRA table configured in SIB1
2) Configure type1 CSS associated with CORESET#X other than 0 and the same dedicated TDRA table – UE use the same dedicated TDRA table
3) Configure type1 CSS associated with CORESET#X other than 0 and at least one common SLIV in dedicated TDRA table – UE use the dedicated TDRA table, but gNB can indicate the common SLIV 
Given the options, we do not accept the NBC CR.



4 Issue#14: R1-2111783, Maximum data rate limit in TB selection, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
Table 5: Please indicate your company name in either row below
	“Reject”
	ZTE, CATT, NTT DOCOMO, Samsung

	“Continue discussions in future meetings”
	Qualcomm



Table 6: Please add your additional comment, if any, supporting your above position (refrain from reiterating your previous comment during [107-e-Prep-AI7.1])
	Company 
	Comment (if any)

	ZTE
	(1) The proposal will entail a NBC issue.
(2) When the OH of DMRS, etc. is considered, the actual OH in TBS determination will be much larger than the proposed value.

	CATT
	CR is not needed since the proposed change does not seem to be essential and introduces NBC issue.

	QC
	The identified issue could be limiting the peak throughput in NR. We suggest RAN1 to continue discussion next meeting to assess impact.

	Samsung
	NBC



5 Issue#20: R1-2112292, On two DCIs in the same slot for BWP switch, MediaTek Inc.
Table 7: Please indicate your company name in either row below
	“Reject”
	NTT DOCOMO, Samsung, QC

	“Continue discussions in future meetings”
	MTK



Table 8: Please add your additional comment, if any, supporting your above position (refrain from reiterating your previous comment during [107-e-Prep-AI7.1])
	Company 
	Comment (if any)

	MTK
	This topic was brought up in RAN1 #106e and majority of companies prefer to further discuss. In the preparation phase summary for AI 7.1 during RAN1 #107e [1, RAN1#107-e_NR_CRs_7.1_summary_v16_Apple_Moderator, DownloadLink], RAN1 Chairman’s initial assessment is 
· (same comment as in RAN1#106-e) According to current spec, a UE is not required to receive or transmit in the BWP-changing cell from the end of the third symbol of a slot where UE receives the DL/UL BWP change indication DCI to the beginning of a slot indicated by k0/k2. Based on this, the UE behavior for all 6 cases listed in the tdoc seem clear.
And companies’ stands in [1] are
· Agree with the initial assessment, spec is clear: CATT, DOCOMO, Samsung, Huawei, Futurewei, vivo, Intel
· Ok to discuss: MTK, Spreadtrum, E///, Apple
· Case 3 is error case, other cases are clear in spec: Qualcomm
Since this issue has been discussed for a second meeting, and Chairman has the same interpretation as us in R1-2112292 for the second time, we suggest to make the following conclusion:
· The UE behavior for all 6 cases listed in R1-2112292 fits current 5G NR specification for two DCIs in the same slot for BWP switch.
To wrap up this issue.

	ZTE
	Considering this CR has been submitted for several times, it would be good to either have a conclusion for it or drop it in this meeting.

	CATT
	According to the guidance from Chairman, it seems that the CR should be rejected.

	NTT DOCOMO
	“Reject” is better in consideration of situations during several meetings. Having a conclusion might be OK.

	QC
	According to Chairman’s guidance, we should wrap up the discussion in this meeting. 
Our view on this issue is still the same as in last meeting: Case 3 is error case, other cases are clear according to current spec. 

	Samsung
	Reject as per chair’s guidance

	Ericsson
	We’ve discussed the same issue for several meetings, and we don’t see any chance the situation may change. 

	QC2
	Update our view as below. 
Even case 3 has no ambiguity. It is precluded in current spec based on the following Text: 
“A UE does not expect to detect a DCI format with a BWP indicator field that indicates an active DL BWP or an active UL BWP change with the corresponding time domain resource assignment field providing a slot offset value for a PDSCH reception or PUSCH transmission that is smaller than a delay required by the UE for an active DL BWP change or UL BWP change, respectively [10, TS 38.133].” 
In case 3, either a UL or DL BWP change will cause a corresponding DL or UL BWP change. If the K0 and K2 are the same, the distance for the BWP change caused by the scheduling on a later symbol in the target slot will not meet the BWP switch delay requirement (as it is always smaller than 1 slot). So case 3 is not allowed by current spec.
With the above, we think the specification of all 6 are clear based on current spec. The CR can be rejected in this meeting. No further discussion is needed. 



6 Issue#23: R1-2112403, Correction on rate-matching for PDSCH with SPS in TS38.214, Huawei, HiSilicon
Table 9: Please indicate your company name in either row below
	“Reject”
	ZTE, CATT, QC, Samsung, Ericsson

	“Continue discussions in future meetings”
	MTK



Table 10: Please add your additional comment, if any, supporting your above position (refrain from reiterating your previous comment during [107-e-Prep-AI7.1])
	Company 
	Comment (if any)

	ZTE
	We agree with the intention of this CR. However, it seems the following sentence “If a PDSCH scheduled by a PDCCH would overlap with resources in the CORESET containing the PDCCH, the resources corresponding to a union of the detected PDCCH that scheduled the PDSCH and associated PDCCH DM-RS are not available for the PDSCH” can already cover the case of first SPS PDSCH activated by PDCCH. 

	CATT
	The first SPS PDSCH activated by activation DCI is a PDSCH scheduled by a PDCCH and that is the common assumption in the specifications. The text proposal in the CR has already been covered by existing specification as provided by ZTE. 

	QC
	We acknowledge the issue identified in the CR. But Rel-15 NBC change at this stage is not acceptable. Take the CR as a Rel-16 CR (and leave Rel-15 spec unchanged) is OK to us. 

	Samsung
	No need for the CR – spec is already clear for both first SPS PDSCH and subsequent PDSCHs.  According to the spec, a PDSCH (whatever by SPS activation or dynamic scheduled) is rate-matched around the resources for the detected PDCCH scheduling the PDSCH. The intention of the spec text is not to allow the REs for PDCCH reception to be re-used for the PDSCH reception. Therefore, there is no need to consider subsequent PDSCHs with SPS because there are no cases where the subsequent PDSCHs overlap with the detected PDCCH.

	Ericsson
	We share same view with ZTE and CATT, that the behavior is already captured in Rel-15 specs. 



7 Summary of email discussion
[bookmark: _GoBack]Based on the discussion so far, moderator would like to suggest the following:  
It is proposed to reject the following:
· Issue#7 (R1-2111209/R1-2111210), Issue#8 (R1-2111211/R1-2111212), Issue#14 (R1-2111783), Issue#20 (R1-2112292), Issue#23 (R1-2112403)
8 Conclusions
The final agreements of [106-e-NR-7.1CRs-12] as per chair’s announcement are as following:

The following issues will be marked as rejected.
· Issue#7 (R1-2111209/R1-2111210)
· Issue#8 (R1-2111211/R1-2111212)
· Issue#14 (R1-2111783)
· Issue#20 (R1-2112292)
· Issue#23 (R1-2112403)
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