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1. Introduction

RAN1 #76 made following agreement [1]:
· If a UE detects L1 signaling conveying a valid UL-DL configuration for radio frame(s), and if the UL subframe or UpPTS for SRS transmission is changed to DL subframe, the UE shall drop the SRS transmission.

The similar questions are raised for UE behaviors when the PUSCH is triggered by a received UL grant or negative PHICH in a flexible subframe that is changed to DL subframe according to a valid L1 reconfiguration signaling.   

This contribution discusses the corresponding UE behaviors. 
2. PUSCH triggered by UL grant
Because both DCI-0/4 and L1 reconfiguration signalling are transmitted by eNB and both DCI signalling have the same false detection protection with upper-bound of 2-16, neither DCI is considered more reliable against false detection than the other and therefore it seems natural to rely on eNB implementation to avoid PUSCH falling into DL flexible subframe and, if such thing happens, to consider it to be a run-time error, which usually causes the UE behaviour to be unspecified. However, there are two issues if no further specification is given on UE behaviour. 

1) The main problem comes from the inconsistency between received DCI-0/4 and received L1 reconfiguration DCI, which can be successfully detected in random ordering. According to TS 36.213, “A UE shall discard the PDCCH/EPDCCH if consistent control information is not detected.” Therefore it is possible for the UE to enter the fallback mode even after it detects (but thereafter discards) a valid L1 reconfiguration signalling. We believe this is the unwanted UE behaviour, because it makes the UE to lose the valid L1 signalling for the whole reconfiguration period and degrades the system performance; additionally it makes the specification more complicated as more logics get involved into fallback mode activation. It should be noted that,

· Though considered as UE implementation issue, the UE has the chance to detect L1 reconfiguration signalling more than once to reduce the false detection probability, if L1 reconfiguration signalling is repeated multiple times. 

· Multiple detections of different DCI-0/4 in the reconfiguration window could increase the false alarm of PUSCH falling into flexible DL subframes. 

Therefore, the chance of false detection of two types of DCI is not always equal --- the L1 reconfiguration DCI could have lower false detection probability.  It is more reasonable to prioritize L1 reconfiguration DCI over DCI-0/4. 
2) It is already agreed in RAN1 that the SRS due to be transmitted in a SIB1 UL subframe, which is changed to DL by a received L1 reconfiguration, should be dropped. Then the question arises what if the UE detects the DCI-0/4 pointing to a PUSCH transmission in the same SRS subframe as mentioned in above RAN1 agreement. If left unspecified, the UE behaviour could be quite strange, since UE may transmits PUSCH but drops the SRS. On the other hand, if L1 reconfiguration signalling is disqualified, RAN1 may need to consider whether to recover the SRS transmission in this case, which could increase the specification complexity. Given it is simpler to keep the L1 reconfiguration signalling as valid in such an inconsistency event, it is also straightforward for UE to drop the PUSCH, which is aligned to RAN1 decision on dropping SRS.  We are open whether the UE should discard the whole DCI-0/4, including the information other than PUSCH scheduling, such as TPC and etc. The basic question here seems to be whether such inconsistency between DCI-0/4 and L1 reconfiguration DCI is intentionally used by eNB to, for example, update power control adjustment state [2] or request SRS, without leading to a real PUSCH transmission.      
Proposal-1:  In case of inconsistency between DCI-0/4 and L1 reconfiguration DCI, where DCI-0/4 schedules PUSCH in a DL subframe indicated by L1 reconfiguration DCI, 
· UE should not discard L1 reconfiguration DCI.  
· UE should not transmit PUSCH in subframes indicated as DL. 
· FFS whether the rest of DCI-0/4 information other than PUSCH scheduling should be followed by UE. 
3. PUSCH triggered by negative PHICH 

Quite different from false detection probability (2-16=1.5*10-5) of DCI, false alarm of ACK/NACK (Prob{NACK|ACK}) on PHICH targets around 10-2. Therefore, comparing to the rational in section 2, we have even much better reasons to believe L1 reconfiguration signaling should be prioritized over negative PHICH when negative PHICH triggers PUSCH in a flexible subframe that is turned into DL by L1 reconfiguration signaling. 

Proposal-2:  In case of inconsistency between negative PHICH and L1 reconfiguration DCI, where negative PHICH triggers PUSCH in a DL subframe indicated by L1 reconfiguration DCI, UE should not re-transmit PUSCH.
4. Conclusions
This contribution is concluded with following proposals. 
Proposal-1:  In case of inconsistency between DCI-0/4 and L1 reconfiguration DCI, where DCI-0/4 schedules PUSCH in a DL subframe indicated by L1 reconfiguration DCI, 
· UE should not discard L1 reconfiguration DCI.  
· UE should not transmit PUSCH in subframes indicated as DL. 

· FFS whether the rest of DCI-0/4 information other than PUSCH scheduling should be followed by UE.
Proposal-2:  In case of inconsistency between negative PHICH and L1 reconfiguration DCI, where negative PHICH triggers PUSCH in a DL subframe indicated by L1 reconfiguration DCI, UE should not re-transmit PUSCH.
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