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1	Introduction
This document is to facilitate the review process and resolve comments on the draft CR 36.213 for IoT_NTN_enh-Core.
2	Discussion – first round
Please provide your comments on version 0 of the draft CR.
	Company
	Comments

	Lenovo
	We are fine with the draft CR except that there is a typo need to be corrected in TS36.213 clause 7.3.1
-	if the UE has received W PDSCH transmissions before subframe n, and if the UE is expected to transmit HARQ-ACK for the W PDSCH transmissions in subframes [image: ], the UE is not expected to receive a new PDSCH transmission in subframe n for which the corresponding HARQ-ACK shall be provided, where W is minimum number of W’ and the total HARQ processes number with enabled HARQ-ACK information, and W’=10 if higher layer parameter ce-pdsch-tenProcesses-config is set to 'On', W’=12 if higher layer parameter ce-PDSCH-14HARQ-Config is configured, and W’=8 otherwise.

	Ericsson
	About the update associated with “Clarify that when multiple TBs are scheduled by a single DCI and DCI indicates HARQ feedback enabled, then the NB-IoT UE always wait for an RTT+3ms (i.e., till subframe n+Kmac+3) before monitoring NPDCCH in clause 16.6.”
We agree with the intention of reflecting the most recent agreement reached in RAN1# 115. Nonetheless, the ending part of the newly added sentence below seems to be incomplete or that needs to be reworded:
[bookmark: _Hlk144410128]“or if the NPUSCH transmission carries ACK/NACK response, as determined in clause 16.4.2, for the same HARQ process ID associated with a transport block scheduled in a NPDCCH indicating  a single transport block in scheduled, and the UE is configured with higher layer parameter downlinkHARQ-FeedbackDisabled-Bitmap-NB indicating disabled HARQ-ACK information for the same HARQ process ID and configured with higher layer parameter downlinkHARQ-FeedbackDisabled-DCI-NB;”
Thus, another way of reflecting the agreement from RAN1# 115 could be as follows:
“or if the NPUSCH transmission carries ACK/NACK response, as determined in clause 16.4.2, for the same HARQ process ID, and the UE is configured with higher layer parameter downlinkHARQ-FeedbackDisabled-Bitmap-NB indicating disabled HARQ-ACK information for the same HARQ process ID and configured with higher layer parameter downlinkHARQ-FeedbackDisabled-DCI-NB and not configured with the higher layer parameter npdsch-MultiTB-Config;”


	Ericsson (GNSS gap)
	We suggest the following editorial revision to the text in clause 16.10 and 18.
A NB-IoT UE in a NTN serving cell is not required to monitor NPDCCH within the GNSS measurement gap duration until it reacquires GNSS position and a contention based Random Access is performed as specified in TS 36.321 [8].

A BL/CE UE in a NTN serving cell is not required to monitor MPDCCH within the GNSS measurement gap duration until it reacquires GNSS position and a contention based Random Access is performed as specified in TS 36.321 [8].


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	As for the change in 16.6, we prefer the version by editor. The version from Ericsson exclude the scenario that UE schedule NPDSCH with one TB but still configured with multiTB scheduling. The agreement in RAN1#115 only applies to the case when UE is scheduled multiple TB.
Agreement
When multiple TBs are scheduled by a single DCI:
· For Option 1 + Option 3 DCI based overridden mechanism, when DCI indicates HARQ feedback enabled, then the NB-IoT UE always wait for an RTT+3ms (i.e., till subframe n+Kmac+3 in TS36.213 section 16.6) before monitoring NPDCCH.
 

	Ericsson
(Disabling HARQ)
	To Huawei:
It seems that you interpreted literally the following wording “ multiple TBs are scheduled ”, whereas we interpreted it as referring to the feature per-se i.e., to “npdsch-MultiTB-Config”.
Somehow is good that this happened as to be all on the same page. So, in HW’s view the Rel-18 scheduling restriction can be applicable even if “npdsch-MultiTB-Config” is configured as long as only one TB is scheduled.
If I’m not wrong, it seems that with HW’s approach “npdsch-MultiTB-Config” will end-up having two different behaviours when the overriding happens depending on whether 1TB or 2TBs are scheduled by a single DCI.
In principle we are not against it, but perhaps more discussion is needed (pros/cons) among companies as to determine whether a dual behaviour or a unique one is intended to be pursued. 

	Editor
	Lenovo: Thanks. Corrected the typo. 
Ericsson, Huawei: The text in the v0 of the draft CR captures the agreement below “When multiple TBs are scheduled by a single DCI”. UE configured with npdsch-MultiTB-Config can still be scheduled with a single TB and in this case does not wait for an RTT+3ms before monitoring NPDCCH. So, the text is the CR captures the agreement correctly. This can be revisited in the RAN1#116 on whether the behavior applies when npdsch-MultiTB-Config is not configured. 
Agreement
When multiple TBs are scheduled by a single DCI:
· For Option 1 + Option 3 DCI based overridden mechanism, when DCI indicates HARQ feedback enabled, then the NB-IoT UE always wait for an RTT+3ms (i.e., till subframe n+Kmac+3 in TS36.213 section 16.6) before monitoring NPDCCH.

Ericsson: GNSS gap: Thanks for the suggested editorial revision, but it is not much different than the agreed TP#2 in section 4.2.5 of R1-2312299 (which is the text in the v0 of the draft CR). I have added “FDD” in NTN FDD serving cell for consitency and alignment with the other text in clause 16.10 and 18. 




3	Discussion – second round
Please provide your additional comments on version 1 of the draft CR.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson (Disabling HARQ)
	To Editor: I might be missing something, but I did not understand this comment “This can be revisited in the RAN1#116 on whether the behavior applies when npdsch-MultiTB-Config is not configured”
The issue being discussed here is when “ npdsch-MultiTB-Config is configured”, and whether the Rel-18 scheduling restriction does not apply or (as an exception) applies as long as only one TB is scheduled. With the latter one, we will end-up having two different behaviours for “npdsch-MultiTB-Config” where the overriding happens depending on whether 1TB or 2TBs are scheduled by a single DCI.
This needs further discussion, thus for the moment it is preferred to do not capture anything yet in clause 16.6 until this potential dual behavior for “npdsch-MultiTB-Config” be discussed in RAN1# 116. Especially because during RAN1# 115 the discussions only focused in the case where 2TBs are scheduled by a single DCI where the intention was to simplify the behaviour.

	Editor
	Ericsson: I have captured the agreement which is very clear “When multiple TBs are scheduled by a single DCI” which Huawei/HiSilicon agree. The agreement does not say “when npdsch-MultiTB-Config is configured“. So, the behavior is different when 1TB or 2TBs are scheduled and this directly arises from of the agreement.
The text in clause 16.6 of the draft CR reflects the agrement correctly when multiple TBs are scheduled by single DCI (which I believe you also agree). In RAN1#116 can discuss and agree on whether the same behavior also applies when one TB is scheduled by a single DCI and npdsch-MultiTB-Config is configured.
Agreement
When multiple TBs are scheduled by a single DCI:
· For Option 1 + Option 3 DCI based overridden mechanism, when DCI indicates HARQ feedback enabled, then the NB-IoT UE always wait for an RTT+3ms (i.e., till subframe n+Kmac+3 in TS36.213 section 16.6) before monitoring NPDCCH.


	Ericsson (Disabling HARQ)
	To Editor: The update in section 16.6 needs more discussion. 
I have explained that during RAN1# 115 the discussions only focused in the case where 2TBs are scheduled by a single DCI where the intention was to simplify the Multi-TB grant feature behaviour, but we did not discuss at all a different behavior depending on whether 1TB or 2TBs are scheduled using the Multi-TB grant feature.
Indeed when we reached the agreement you have cited from RAN1# 115, I commented online that the agreement would impact one of the components captured in the UE feature list which would have to be removed and companies acknowledged that (i.e., a unique behaviour regardless of 1TB or 2TBs). But if there is going to be an exceptional behaviour for the 1TB case, then it seems that the component in the UE Feature list can be kept upon making clear it applies for the 1TB case.   
In principle we are not against it, but more discussion is needed (pros/cons) among companies as to determine whether a dual behaviour or a unique one is intended to be pursued.

	Editor
	The agreement is specifically for the UE behavior “When multiple TBs are scheduled by a single DCI”, and as Editor, I have captured what has been agreed. If RAN1 reaches an agreement in a future meeting that the same behavior also applies to when 1 TB is scheduled and the UE is configured with Multi-TB grant feature, a CR can then be agreed for the 1TB case.  
The UE feature 2-1g-2 (in agreed R1-2312569) component#2 mentions the single TB scheduled in multi-TB case:
2. For single TB scheduled by single DCI, UE follows NPDCCH monitoring behavior for a HARQ process configured as HARQ feedback disabled by per-HARQ process bitmap signaling and further reversed to HARQ feedback enabled by DCI
In my view, we should not postpone capturing an agreement just because there has not been a discussion on UE behavior for another case (1 TB scheduled with multi-TB grant feature), and moreover, that discussion will not impact the agreed UE behavior for the 2TB scheduled case.
Anyways, if there is no concern from other companies on delaying the capture of the agreement in a future CR, I will remove the updates to clause 16.6.  

	Qualcomm
	If I remember correctly, it was Qualcomm who proposed a change to make sure the understanding is exactly what the Editor mentions, let me try to recap per my recollection:
- The original text for the proposal was as follows (you can check in x2389):
Proposal 1-1c
For multiple TBs scheduled by single DCI
· For Option 1 + Option 3 DCI based overridden mechanism, when DCI indicates HARQ feedback enabled, then the NBIoT UE always wait for an RTT+3ms (i.e., till subframe n+Kmac+3 in TS36.213 section 16.6) before monitoring NPDCCH.

we interpreted „For multiple TBs scheduled by single DCI“ as „when multiple TB is configured“.

- We made the comment that, if our interpretation was correct, then we should just conclude that override is not supported, since the behavior of override and direct indication is exactly the same.

- During the discussion it was clarified that actually the proposal would only apply when 2 TBs are scheduled. Therefore, for the case when single TB is scheduled, the same behavior as single TB DCI is followed. Then the text was changed to when multiple TB are scheduled.

Therefore we would suggest to keep the wording with a minor editorial modification:
associated with a transport block scheduled in a NPDCCH indicating  a single transport block is scheduled

	Lenovo
	We can’t agree to delay capuring the NPDCCH monitoring agreement achieved in RAN1-115, which is correctly captured by the editor.
In RAN1-115 offline/online, if I remember correctly, the group comfirmed QC’s understanding that UE is configured with npdsch-MultiTB-Config, and only single TB is schedued, the NPDCCH monitoring behavior is the same as the single TB scheduled cases as agreed in RAN1-113, and E/// also reminded the group that in the UE feature discussion, we had agreed the single TB xxxxx for NPDCCH monitoring, and it may not be aligned with the Proposal 1-1c in FLS as cited by QC, however, the chairman David confirmed that we can update/remove the corresponding part in UE feature list if neccessary with the newly potential agreement, since the UE feature list is not frozen. Based on the clarification, then we achieved this agreement. I thought E///‘s concern had been addressed at that moment.
So in order to address E///‘s concern, it seems the right direction is to continue the UE feauture list discussion in RAN1-116 since UE feature discussion only focuses on UE feature (e.g., just give explanation of the existing agreement for the note part in the first several columns of the excel) and shall not agree anything which is not in its scope (e.g., it is not the scope to agree the NPDCCH monitoring for multiple TB case), and I also believe the current UE feature list in RAN-115 is aligned with the agreement achieved before RAN1-115 and UE feature chairman Ralf will update the excel accordingly if needed in RAN1-116 based on the agreement achieved in RAN1-115.


	Ericsson (Disabling HARQ)
	Thanks for the comments, as I said earlier, we are not against it, we just want to make sure that the dual behaviour is a common understanding across companies. 
Then we can be ok upon slightly updating the wording in clause 16.6 as follows (aiming at making it simpler and clearer):
“or if the NPUSCH transmission carries ACK/NACK response, as determined in clause 16.4.2, for the same HARQ process ID associated with a NPDCCH scheduling a single transport block, and the UE is configured with higher layer parameter downlinkHARQ-FeedbackDisabled-Bitmap-NB indicating disabled HARQ-ACK information for the same HARQ process ID and configured with higher layer parameter downlinkHARQ-FeedbackDisabled-DCI-NB;”
And in RAN1# 116 we can update the UE Feature list to align the description of the behavior.

	Editor
	The Chair has decided to agree on the CR without the NPDCCH monitoring agreement updates in clause 16.6. It can be further discussed in RAN1#116. 




image1.wmf
n

n

n

n

i

L

³

},

...

{

1


