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Introduction
It has been agreed that Option-1 is supported for paging and no additional paging mechanism is supported in Rel-15 [1][2]. However, paging DCI design (types, contents or size(s)) has not been agreed yet. This contribution discusses paging DCI design.
  
Discussion
Option -1 requires sweeping both paging DCI and message across all beams. Although Option-1 may provide simpler and faster paging by cutting down intermediate UE processes, it may significantly increase overhead, especially in mmWave deployments where the number of beams could be up to 64. While it can be the baseline/fall back, there is a need to further enhance paging design in future releases. Therefore paging DCI design for Option-1 must ensure forward compatibility with other options.

The intention of Option-2 is to facilitate targeted paging by triggering a UE to report the most suitable DL Tx beam(s) for paging. It requires the UE to send a feedback report. This could be akin to the random access that a UE performs upon the reception of paging for a NW originated call. On the other hand, broadcast paging for SI update, cmas-indication, and etws-indication does not require such random access from a UE. Further, the DCI for such paging itself may carry a short message relating to broadcast message [2]. Therefore there could be up to two types of paging DCIs; one for broadcast and another intended for one or more UEs (e.g. NW originated call, feedback triggering for a group of UEs). The latter DCI must have a flag to distinguish between baselines and enhance modes and placeholder/reserve bits for future releases. Further, the time relationship between paging DCI and its scheduled message should be flexible to allow for the possibility of UE feedback channel design in future releases. 
Proposal 1: DCI design for Option-1 must ensure forward compatibility with at least Option-2 which could be supported in a later release.
Conclusion
In summary, we discussed DCI design options and propose:
Proposal 1: DCI design for Option-1 must ensure forward compatibility with at least Option-2 which could be supported in a later release.
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