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Background
In this paper, we provide views on PUCCH coverage enhancement.
DMRS bundling across PUCCH repetitions
1.1. Time domain window configuration
At RAN1#106b-e meeting, the following agreement was made in AI 8.8.2 [1].
	Agreement 
Dynamic signaling to enable/disable DMRS bundling for PUCCH or PUSCH repetitions is not supported in Rel-17.  
Agreement 
Support dynamic PUCCH repetition factor indication for all PUCCH formats including format 0, 1, 2, 3, 4 with a unified mechanism as agreed in RAN1#106e under agenda 8.8.2. 
Note: it does not impact the discussion of slot level or sub-slot level repetition
Agreement: 
For the interaction between inter-slot frequency hopping and DMRS bundling for PUCCH/PUSCH repetitions, a UE perform the “hopping intervals determination”, “configured TDW determination”, and “actual TDW determination” in a sequential ordering. One option of the following options is to be selected.   
· Option 1: “hopping intervals determination” -> “configured TDW determination” -> “actual TDW determination”
· Option 2: “configured TDW determination” -> “hopping intervals determination” -> “actual TDW determination”
· Option 4: “configured TDW determination” -> “actual TDW determination” and “hopping intervals determination”
Note: option 1, and 2, and 3 assume a hopping interval can be different than an actual TDW. Option 4 assumes a hopping interval is the same as an actual TDW. 



First, we don’t support Option 4. For Option 4, if UE fails to detect DCI associated with the events violating power consistency and phase continuity, mis-alignment of the actual TDWs and hopping positions between gNB and UE occurs. Besides, for Option 4, since the actual TDW and hopping interval are dynamically determined, UE multiplexing is more complicated.
Proposal 1: We don’t support Option 4. The actual TDW should not be equal to the hopping interval.
In our view, the length of the configured TDW (i.e., the window length L) should be equal to the hopping interval by configuring single parameter. For this, since one of first and second hops is not switched within the configured TDW, the occurred number of events violating power consistency and phase continuity can be reduced and the error propagation issue can also be mitigated. For these reasons, we are fine with either Option 1 or Option 2.
Observation 1: If the length of the configured TDW (i.e., the window length L) is hopping interval, the occurred number of events violating power consistency and phase continuity can be reduced and the error propagation issue can also be mitigated.
Proposal 2: The length of the configured TDW (i.e., the window length L) should be equal to the hopping interval by configuring single parameter.
Proposal 3: We are fine with either Option 1 (hopping interval -> configured TDW) or Option 2 (configured TDW -> hopping interval). 
Conclusion
In this contribution, we have the following proposal:
Proposal 1: We don’t support Option 4. The actual TDW should not be equal to the hopping interval.
Proposal 2: The length of the configured TDW (i.e., the window length L) should be equal to the hopping interval by configuring single parameter.
Proposal 3: We are fine with either Option 1 (hopping interval -> configured TDW) or Option 2 (configured TDW -> hopping interval). 
Observation 1: If the length of the configured TDW (i.e., the window length L) is hopping interval, the occurred number of events violating power consistency and phase continuity can be reduced and the error propagation issue can also be mitigated.
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