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Introduction
In the RAN1 #107bis-e meeting, most of the remaining issues were closed [1][2]. But the rate matching was still under discussion without a conclusion. 
In this contribution, we provide our views on the remaining issues of TBOMS.
Discussion on the remaining issues of TBOMS
In the last meeting, the rate matching of TBOMS was discussed for 3 rounds but without any conclusions. But the details of the rate matching of TBOMS is clearer. Per FL’s guidance for this meeting, three aspects should be discussed to close this issue.  
· The definition of G and E for TBoMS
· The value of G and E for TBoMS (or, alternatively, the value of H)
· Handling of the filler bits in TBoMS

Aspect 1 - The definition of G and E for TBoMS (no UCI multiplexing considerations here, please check the next part for this)

Two alternatives were provided. 
	Aspect 1 – Alt 1.  is redefined as the total number of coded bits available for transmission of the transport block in a slot
Aspect 1 – Alt 2. A new variable  is introduced, only for TBoMS, defined as the total number of coded bits available for transmission of the transport block in a slot



The original definition of G is the total number of coded bits available for transmission of the transport block. But according the current specification, the G is limited for single slot transmission, not matched with TBOMS which covers multiple slots. Then it is more proper to introduce a new definition for TBOMS without change the original meaning. 

Proposal 1:
Introducing a new definition for TBOMS as total number of coded bits available for transmission of the transport block in a slot. i.e. Alt 2 is preferred for the issue of Aspect 1.

Aspect 2 - The value of G and E for TBoMS (or, alternatively, the value of H)

In this aspects, two different understanding were raised during the meeting. 
	Aspect 2 – Interpretation 1. The starting index of circular buffer is determined assuming no UCI multiplexing, but the number of bits being selected in bit selection (value E) is determined considering UCI multiplexing.
Aspect 2 – Interpretation 2. The starting index of circular buffer is determined assuming no UCI multiplexing, and the number of bits being selected in bit selection (value E) is determined assuming no UCI multiplexing.



Though some companies considered both interpretations following that definition of option C. We may have different views. From our understanding, the difference between option B and option C from the agreements in 106bis meeting is whether consider the impact of UCI multiplexing for the determination of the index of the starting coded bit in the circular buffer. The interpretation 2 is more close to the option C, in which the starting coded bit for each slot does not consider whether UCI is inserted (punctured or rate matched) or not. While the interpretation 1 is more close to the option B. 

Proposal 2: 
The Aspect 2 – Interpretation 2 should be adopted to determine the started coded bit in circular buffer. 

Aspect 3 – Handling of the filler bits in TBoMS

	Aspect 3 – Direction 1. Filler bits are considered to pre-determine the index of the starting bit for each allocated slot for TBoMS, to ensure no overlap exists between bit sequences transmitted over consecutive slots.
Aspect 3 – Direction 2. Filler bits are not considered to pre-determine the index of the starting bit for each allocated slot for TBoMS and overlap between bit sequences transmitted over consecutive slots is allowed.



Though Direction 2 seems more simpler than Direction 1 without considering the filler bits for the starting bits and offsets. But consequence from not considering the filler bits bring more issues, such as overlapped bits in two slots and the possibility that the staring bits could be also filler bits. For the later issue, it still has to remove the filler bits then find the systematic bit or a parity bit. This is the same operation as in the Direction 1. Finding and removing a filler bit always happen for both directions. Then the Direction 1seems more efficient and slightly less of complexity. 

Proposal 3: 
Aspect 3 – Direction 1 is preferred considering it will not induce the transmission of overlapped bits and efficiency of operations.

Conclusions
In this contribution, we provide our views on the remaining issues of TBOMS. The proposals are as below.

Proposal 1:
Introducing a new definition for TBOMS as total number of coded bits available for transmission of the transport block in a slot. i.e. Alt 2 is preferred for the issue of Aspect 1.

Proposal 2: 
The Aspect 2 – Interpretation 2 should be adopted to determine the started coded bit in circular buffer. 

Proposal 3: 
Aspect 3 – Direction 1 is preferred considering it will not induce the transmission of overlapped bits and efficiency of operations.
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