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Introduction
From chairman’s minutes:
R1-1907658	Summary of draft CRs on resource allocation	Ericsson
R1-1906531	DraftCR for TS38.212 on default value for max MIMO layers (Rel15, NR_newRAT-Core)			MediaTek Inc.
R1-1907046	Clarification regarding non-full-duplex UE communication	Ericsson
R1-1907505	Correction on DataRate and DataRateCC	Huawei, HiSilicon
R1-1907208	Corrections on mapping from virtual to physical resource blocks for PUSCH scheduled by RAR UL grant and Msg3 retransmission	Sharp
R1-1907684	Aligning of terminologies for MSG3, MSG3 retransmission, RAR UL grant in 38.21x	Ericsson
Late submissoin
Continue discussion offline
R1-1907499	Correction on OFDM baseband signal generation	Huawei, HiSilicon
R1-1907500	Correction on initial BWP in TS38.211	Huawei, HiSilicon
R1-1907501	Correction on initial BWP in TS38.213	Huawei, HiSilicon
Conclusion:
· Include the changes in R1-1907500 in the 38.211 alignment CR.
· Include the changes in R1-1907501 in the 38.213 alignment CR.
R1-1907505	Correction on DataRate and DataRateCC	Huawei, HiSilicon
Continue discussion offline


Clarification of non-full-duplex UE communication
	R1-1907046
	Clarification regarding non-full-duplex UE communication
	Ericsson



UEs not capable of full duplex communication need a minimum guard time between UL and DL. This is captured in 38.211 but the current text is ambiguous and not aligned with the description in RAN2 and RAN4. At RAN1#96bis, the same issue was discussed with the following conclusion:
R1-1905516	Clarification regarding non-full-duplex UE communication	Ericsson
Revision of R1-1905178
Discuss further offline
Revisit this CR after RAN4 makes further progress on this topic.

Original FL proposal: Discuss offline and check RAN4 progress during the week for potential adoption of the draft CR in R1-1907046.

VRB-to-PRB mapping
	R1-1907208
	Corrections on mapping from virtual to physical resource blocks for PUSCH scheduled by RAR UL grant and Msg3 retransmission
	Sharp



The intention of the CR seems reasonable. However, in 38.211 and 38.213, the term “msg3” is used. If this “msg3” is to be interpreted as covering both transmissions and retransmissions (TC-RNTI), which seems reasonable, then the draft CR can be problematic as it describes retransmissions of msg3 as “TC-RNTI with DCI 0_0” (similarly to 38.214). If we want consistent terminology across the specifications, either 38.211 and 38.213 change their wording to align with 38.214, or we change the wording of the draft CR (and possible 38.214), but note that there are subtle differences between “msg3” and “TC-RNTI with DCI0_0”.
In R1-1907684, a related discussion on terminology alignment across specifications with respect to msg3 and associated terms which can be used as a basis for offline discussion.

Offline proposal:
For non-interleaved VRB-to-PRB mapping and random access:
· Contention-based msg3, initial transmission: special VRB-to-PRB mapping
· Contention-based msg3, retransmission: special VRB-to-PRB mapping
· Contention-free random access, initial transmsison: special VRB-to-PRB mapping
· Contention-free random access, retransmission: normal VRB-to-PRB mapping
The Sharp CR is agreed with the text changed to “a PUSCH transmission scheduled by a RAR UL grant or msg3 PUSCH retransmission” (Sharp to update)
Data rate calculation
	R1-1907505
	Correction on DataRate and DataRateCC
	Huawei, HiSilicon



The proposal is applicable only for CBG-based transmissions, which is optional for UE implementation. Since the case of back-to-back CBG based retransmissions at peak rate considered in the proposal would be extremely rare in practice, it seems OK to keep spec as it is and leave it up to UE implementation on how to handle such rare cases.

Offline proposal: The scenario described in the CR can happen but can be handled via implementation. No need for a CR.
