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[bookmark: _Ref521334010]Introduction
In RAN#90-e, a new Rel-17 WI on NR coverage enhancements was approved, which is further updated in RAN#92-e [1]. For PUSCH enhancement, one direction is to transmit one TB over multi-slot PUSCH, namely TBoMS:
	· Specification of PUSCH enhancements [RAN1, RAN4]
…
· Specify mechanism(s) to support TB processing over multi-slot PUSCH [RAN1]
· TBS determined based on multiple slots and transmitted over multiple slots. 


To enable TBoMS in NR, essential issues should be tackled, including TDRA, TBS determination, bit selection and bit interleaving, coexistence with current scheme, etc. In this contribution, we discuss these aspects on the mechanism of TB processing over multi-slot PUSCH, on the basis of previous progress.

Discussion
Structure of a single TBoMS
Regarding to the structure of TBoMS, the following WA and agreement were achieved in RAN1#106-e [2].
	Working Assumption
Single TBoMS structure of Option 3 is selected
· Option 3: Multiple TOTs are determined for a TBoMS. The TB is transmitted on the multiple TOTs using a single RV. 
· FFS: how the single RV is rate matched across single or multiple TOTs, e.g., rate matched for each TOT, rate matched for all the TOTs, rate matched for each slot and so on. 
Agreement 
To calculate   for TBS determination, at least the scaling factor value =N is supported, where N is the number of allocated slots for a single TBoMS.
FFS: whether further values 1<K<N are supported.
FFS: details related to the indication of .
Note: No supporting the case K=1 for a single TBoMS. 


It was agreed to take Option 3 as the working assumption. Also, it was agreed to support using the number of allocated slots N to scale the  for TBS determination. In other words, it is supported to transmit a single TBoMS with a single RV, meanwhile using the whole allocated slots for bit selection (i.e. TBS calculation) in channel coding. But it is FFS whether to additionally support the case of 1<K<N for TBS calculation, i.e. bit selection based on part of the allocated slots and RV cycling within a single TBoMS.
Note that, in addition to the agreements on TBoMS structure, it was also agreed to support repetition of a single TBoMS in the last meeting. A repetition type A-like scheme was adopted, i.e. the number and location of the symbols in the slots for all repeated TBoMS are the same. It is expected that RV cycling will also be supported for repetition of single TBoMS. More details can be found in Section 2.5.
Therefore, the demand on RV cycling can be satisfied by repetition of TBoMS. Similarly, the demand on calculating TBS by part of the allocated slots, if any, can also be fulfilled by combination of TBoMS and repetition equivalently. There is no strong need to further support 1<K<N for TBS calculation for a single TBoMS. On the other hand, introducing 1<K<N will lead to more test cases and normative effort on single TBoMS, which should be avoided.
It is suggested to confirm the working assumption with the following modification, and conclude that no need to support 1<K<N for the TBS calculation for a single TBoMS:
Proposal 1: Confirm the working assumption with the modification: For a single TBoMS, the TB is transmitted on the allocated slots using a single RV.
Proposal 2: No need to support the cases with 1<K<N for the TBS calculation for a single TBoMS.
· No need to indicate K to the UE.

[bookmark: _Ref78555400]Bit interleaving for TBoMS
Regarding to the bit interleaving of TBoMS, the following conclusion was reached in RAN1#106-e [2]
	Conclusion
Bit interleaving performed per ToT is precluded, and ToT will not be used in further discussion.


The following proposal was discussed and seems to be a good starting point for consideration [6].
	FL’s proposal 6-v7
For the rate-matching of TBoMS, RAN1 to downselect, during RAN1 #106-b-e only one of these two options: 
· Bit interleaving is performed per slot.
· Bit interleaving is performed over all the allocated slots for a single TBoMS.
FFS: other details, e.g., CB segmentation, UCI multiplexing and collision handling.


Comparing the two options, the biggest advantage of ‘per slot’ interleaving is close to the legacy interleaving procedure, i.e. interleaving is performed within a single slot. This may simplify the UE processing logic. However, such advantage is highly related to UE implementation and hard to quantify. It is unclear how much simplicity can be achieved by using ‘per slot’ interleaving.
On the contrary, the advantage of ‘per TBoMS’ interleaving is clear. The interleaving depth is maximized and thus more robust to time varying channel and deep fading. Also, ‘per TBoMS’ interleaving will be more robust to possible slot dropping, i.e. due to collision with SSB symbols. From view of specification impact, a unified duration between bit selection and bit interleaving is more natural. 
Hence, we suggest that ‘per TBoMS’ bit interleaving is supported. If it is proven that there is strong need to support ‘per slot’ bit interleaving, we can further discuss whether to additionally support this case.
Proposal 3: Support bit interleaving over all the allocated slots for a single TBoMS.
· FFS whether additionally support bit interleaving per slot.

[bookmark: _Ref82790421]Ninfo calculation for TBoMS
The following agreements on TBS determination were reached in RAN1#106-e [2]:
	Agreement 
To calculate   for TBS determination, at least the scaling factor value =N is supported, where N is the number of allocated slots for a single TBoMS.
FFS: whether further values 1<K<N are supported.
FFS: details related to the indication of .
Note: No supporting the case K=1 for a single TBoMS.
Conclusion
The N allocated slots for the single TBoMS are defined as the number of slots after available slot determination for a single TBoMS transmission, before dropping rules are applied.
Note: the number of final transmitted slots for the single TBoMS may be lower than N, depending on dropping rules for TBoMS transmission.


For the calculation of NohPRB, it was agreed that there is no need to extend the set of values of the xOverhead, and the indicated overhead is assumed to be the same for all the slots of a TBoMS. For the calculation of NInfo, Approach 2 was adopted due to its precise indication on the RE calculation, which also shows good compatibility with PUSCH repetition type A like TDRA. We can step further to achieve the exact TBS calculation for TBoMS.
Currently, a TB in a PUSCH is limited within a slot, wherein the calculation of corresponding TBS for initial transmission can be briefly summarized as following three steps according to TS 38.214 [5]:
· Step 1: A UE first determines the number of REs allocated for PUSCH within a PRB  by .
· Step 2: A UE determines the total number of REs allocated for PUSCH  by , where  is the total number of allocated PRBs for the UE.
· Step 3: Obtain unquantized intermediate variable () by .
From the above steps, we can see that:
· Step 1 is to calculate the allocated number of REs for PUSCH within a PRB. Since the current PUSCH is within a slot,  only denotes the number of REs within {one slot, one PRB} in time and frequency domain, respectively. To accommodate TBoMS,  can be extended to denote the allocated number of REs within {N slots, one PRB} by , where N is the number of the allocated available slots. The definition of available slot follows the definition in Rel-17 repetition type A enhancement [7].
· Step 2 is to calculate the total allocated number for REs in {one slot,  PRBs} by , and put a limitation on the maximum number of REs by . The number of 156 represents 12*13, i.e. the maximum REs used for data transmission within {one slot, one PRB} apart from DMRS (occupying 1 symbol). To accommodate TBoMS, we can calculate the total allocated number of REs in {K slots,  PRBs} still by  based on Step 1. Since we have already agreed that the TBS of a TBoMS does not exceed legacy maximum supported TBS in Rel-15/16, the limitation on the maximum number of REs can be changed to  correspondingly, where  is the maximum bandwidth of the active UL BWP. Therefore, the TBS of TBoMS will not exceed the one in Rel-15/16.
· Step 3 is to obtain unquantized  by using configured/indicated MCS and number of layers. There is no need to modify Step 3.
In addition, it is noticed that a scaling factor S<1 may be applied to Msg2 or paging message, and the corresponding Step 3 is replaced by . It may be fine to use a scaling factor for Msg2 and paging message, since the  still represents the total allocated REs and S<1. However, if we directly reuse similar mechanism, i.e. scaling  in Step 3 instead of in Step 1, e.g.  and , it has the risk that the TBS of TBoMS will be larger than the legacy TBS in Rel-15/16, which is against the previous agreement. This is because , , , and  are not separately limited, and in some cases, multiplying  and  can lead to a  larger than the legacy maximum TBS.
Observation 1: Scaling  by  using  may lead to the case in which the TBS of TBoMS exceeds the legacy maximum TBS.
So for initial transmission, we suggest scaling  in Step 1 and limiting the maximum TBS in Step 2 to avoid the case in which the TBS of TBoMS exceeds the legacy maximum TBS. Specifically, the following TBS calculation procedure for TBoMS should be considered. For retransmission, the current principle that the same TBS as in initial transmission should be followed, regardless the resource allocation for retransmission remains the same or different with initial transmission.
Proposal 4: For initial transmission, TBS of TBoMS is calculated by the following steps:
· Step 1: A UE first determines the number of REs allocated for TBoMS within a PRB () by .
· Step 2: A UE determines the total number of REs allocated for TBoMS () by .
· Step 3: Obtain unquantized intermediate variable () by .
Where N is the total number of the allocated available slots for TBoMS, and  is the maximum bandwidth of the active UL BWP.
Proposal 5: For retransmission, TBS of TBoMS follows the TBS of initial transmission.

Indication of allocated number of slots for TBoMS
The following agreements on TBS determination were reached in RAN1#106-e [2]: 
	Agreement
The number of slots allocated for TBoMS is counted based on the available slots for UL transmission. 
· The determination of available slots for PUSCH repetition type A, as defined in AI 8.8.1.1, is reused.
· Note: Available slots for FDD or SUL could be revisited according to discussion in AI 8.8.1.1
Agreement
Allocating resources for TBoMS in the special slot in TDD is possible according to the agreed time domain resource determination for TBoMS.
· No further optimization to allocate resources for TBoMS in the special slot is supported.
Agreement
TBoMS is supported for both configured grant and dynamic grant.


Furthermore, it was agreed that the number of slots allocated for TBoMS is determined by using a row index of a TDRA list, which is configured via RRC. Currently, a TDRA list consists of several TDRA entries. In each TDRA entry, a SLIV is used to indicate the allocated OFDM symbol within a slot, meanwhile a K2 is used to indicate the starting slot of the PUSCH transmission. Since it was agreed that repetition type A like TDRA is applied, the indication of allocated slots seems to be the only missing piece for time domain resource allocation for a single TBoMS.
Hence, the most straightforward way is to introduce a new RRC IE in the TDRA entry, which denotes the number of slots allocated for a single TBoMS, in addition to the SLIV. For the configurable set of values, it seems {2, 4, 8} can be a starting point, which is aligned with the pusch-AggregationFactor in Rel-15. Considering the latency aspects, further increasing the number of slots is not desired.
Proposal 6: For time domain resource allocation of a single TBoMS, a new RRC IE is introduced in the TDRA entry to indicate the number of allocated slots for a single TBoMS.
Proposal 7: {2, 4, 8} can be considered as the configurable number of slots for a single TBoMS.

[bookmark: _Ref82704036]Repetition of TBoMS
It was agreed to support repetition for a single TBoMS [2]:
	Agreement
Repetitions of a single TBoMS are supported, where:
· The number of configured repetitions is denoted by M, i.e., the total number of allocated slots for TBoMS repetition is M*N.
· Note: M*N is no more than the max number of repetitions agreed for repetition Type A enhancement in agenda 8.8.1.1
· Available slot determination is according to existing agreements.
· The number and location of allocated symbols within an allocated slot for TBoMS transmission are the same among all repeated single TBoMS.
· FFS other aspects of TBoMS repetitions, e.g.:
· Details of time domain resource indication.
· Supported values for the number of TBoMS repetitions.
· How to indicate the number of TBoMS repetitions.
· Interactions with frequency hopping and precoder cycling across the M groups of N allocated slots for each single TBoMS repetition.
· Whether RV indices should be cycled across the M groups of N allocated slots for each single TBoMS repetition.
· Details of TBoMS retransmissions.
· Potential MAC layer impact, but should be decided by RAN2
Note: No additional dropping rule optimization will be introduced other than dropping rules for single TBoMS transmission.


It can be seem that repetition type A-like pattern is also applied in TBoMS repetition. In Rel-16, a TDRA entry may include an RRC IE numberOfRepetitions, denoting the number of repetitions a PUSCH shall followed. To reduce the specification impact, we suggest reusing numberOfRepetitions in the TDRA entry to indicate the number of repetitions of a single TBoMS.
Proposal 8: For repetition of TBoMS, reuse numberOfRepetitions in the TDRA entry to indicate the number of repetition of a single TBoMS.
For the configurable values of for numberOfRepetitions TBoMS, we think the current value set, i.e. {1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 12, 16} can be reused. Also, the restrictions on the total number of slots shall be followed, i.e. M*N shall not be larger than the max number of repetitions agreed for repetition Type A enhancement in agenda 8.8.1.1. As there is a working assumption to take 32 the maximum number of repetitions regardless of the slot counting method in 8.8.1.1 [2], it is suggested that M*N shall not exceed 32.
Proposal 9: Reusing {1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 12, 16} of numberOfRepetitions as the configurable set of repetition factors for TBoMS.
· A UE is not expected to be scheduled/configured with M*N > 32, where M is the number of repetition and N is the number of slot for a single TBoMS.
Another open issue of TBoMS repetition is the whether to apply RV cycling. Currently, RV indices are cycled across the repeated PUSCH, as captured in Table 6.1.2.1-2 in TS 38.214[5], copied as Table 1 below. 
[bookmark: _Ref82783984]Table 1 Redundancy version for PUSCH transmission
	rvid indicated by the DCI scheduling the PUSCH
	rvid to be applied to nth transmission occasion  (repetition Type A) or nth actual repetition (repetition Type B)

	
	n mod 4 = 0
	n mod 4 = 1
	n mod 4 = 2
	n mod 4 = 3

	0
	0
	2
	3
	1

	2
	2
	3
	1
	0

	3
	3
	1
	0
	2

	1
	1
	0
	2
	3


By RV cycling and bit combination/decoding at the gNB receiver, the performance of PUSCH transmission can be improved. So for TBoMS repetition, we think RV cycling should also be supported. The current mechanism can be reused as much as possible. Let’s take dynamic scheduling for example: The first RV index of the first single TBoMS repetition follows the indication of DCI, and other RV indices for the subsequent single TBoMS repetitions are determined based on the first RV index and the RV cycling order, as defined in Table 1. 
We have the following proposal.
Proposal 10: For repetition of TBoMS, RV indices are cycled across the M repeated TBoMS, reusing the legacy cycling order.

UCI multiplexing of TBoMS
Currently NR supports multiplexing UCI in the PUSCH, with or without PUSCH repetition [4]. Strict and detailed procedures have been specified, including the timeline, rate matching, power control, resource mapping, and so on. It should be further considered whether UCI can be multiplexed in the PUSCH of TBoMS, and if so, any modification should be introduced to improve the procedure(s), as shown in Figure 1.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref66968431]Figure 1 UCI multiplexing in TBoMS.
One potential way is to disable multiplexing UCI in TBoMS, considering that TBoMS is typically used in the deep coverage case, and reducing RE for TBoMS will result in worse PUSCH performance. Simultaneous transmission of UCI and TBoMS is not preferred either, since it reduce the transmit power of both channels. In this case, the UE does not expect UCI overlaps with TBoMS, or, one of UCI and TBoMS should be dropped in case of overlapping. However, always dropping the UCI or the TBoMS when overlapped is not so efficient, especially when gNB could allocate enough PUSCH resources for both UCI and TBoMS. 
Considering that it was agreed to reuse PUSCH repetition type A like TDRA for TBoMS, it seems reasonable to utilize the current mechanism of UCI multiplexing in PUSCH repetition type A for TBoMS. In this case, the UCI can be piggybacked in each overlapped slot of the TBoMS. But the details of determination of the number of REs for UCI multiplexing and the UCI mapping rules need to be discussed.
· How to determine the number of REs for UCI multiplexing on TBoMS
Following the Rel-15/16 rules of UCI multiplexing on PUSCH with repetition type A, if PUCCH with UCI using single slot transmission overlaps with TBoMS in one or more slots, UE should multiplex the UCI in the TBoMS transmission in the one or more overlapped slots. 


[bookmark: _Ref83896341]Figure 2 Illustration of UCI multiplexing on TBoMS in multiplex slots
For TBoMS, it was agreed that the TB size is determined based on the RE resources in a number of available slots for a single TBoMS. To determine the number of REs for UCI multiplexing on TBoMS, the number of available slots for TBS determination can be used to determine the data rate for UCI resource computation. For the case UCI multiplex in multiple slots of TBoMS, the upper bounder of RE resources for UCI multiplexing can be determined as the total number of available REs for UCI in the multiple slots of TBoMS overlapping with PUCCH with UCI. As an example shown in Figure 2, PUCCH with HARQ-ACK in CC1 overlaps with TBoMS in 3 slots in CC2, assuming all slots for TBoMS are available, then to determine the RE resources for HARQ-ACK on TBoMS, the total RE resources in 4 slots of TBoMS can be used to compute the data rate, and the RE resources in the first 3 slots of TBoMS can be used to determine the upper bounder of RE resources for UCI multiplexing. It should be noted that the UCI in multiple slots of TBoMS should be joint coded instead of repetition following the same mechanism of TBoMS.
Hence, for UCI multiplexing on TBoMS, the number of RE resources for UCI coded modulation symbols per layer can be determined based on the following equation:

Where  is the total number of symbols included in the available slots for TBoMS; and  is the total number of symbols included in the available overlapping slots between PUCCH and TBoMS. The other parameters are the same as the current definition.
Proposal 11: To determine the number of REs for UCI multiplexing on TBoMS, the following are supported:
· The number of available slots for TBS determination can be used to determine the data rate for UCI resource computation;
· The number of available overlapping slots between PUCCH and TBoMS can be used to determine the upper bounder of UCI resource on TBoMS.

· Mapping rules for UCI multiplexing on TBoMS
In case UCI multiplexing in one slot of TBoMS, the current UCI mapping rules can be reused. However, in case UCI multiplexing in multiple slots of TBoMS, the following two mapping rules can be considered:
· Option 1: The REs occupied by UCI are evenly divided into several parts based on the quantity of the multiple slots, and each part are mapped in each of the multiple slots.
· Option 2: UCI is mapped from the first slot of the multiple slots and in sequence until all the UCI coded modulation symbols are mapped.


[bookmark: _Ref83902970]Figure 3 UCI mapping on TBoMS based on option 1
For Option 1, the current mapping rules can be reused for UCI mapping in each slot after determine the number of REs for UCI in each slot, and in some cases better performance may be achieved since UCI REs are closer to DMRS than that of Option2. As shown in Figure 3, assuming HARQ-ACK carried by PUCCH would occupy 6 OFDM symbols, then in each of the first 3 slots of TBoMS which overlaps with PUCCH for HARQ-ACK, HARQ-ACK would occupy 2 symbols and is multiplexed on the first 2 symbols after the first DMRS as in current scheme.



[bookmark: _Ref83904393]Figure 4 UCI mapping on TBoMS based on option 2
For Option 2, UCI may have shorter latency since it occupies earlier resources than Option 1. As shown in Figure 4, assuming HARQ-ACK carried by PUCCH would occupy 6 OFDM symbols, then HARQ-ACK would occupy 6 symbols in the first slot of TBoMS. In this option, how to determine the upper bounder of UCI resources in one slot of TBoMS can be further considered.
Comparing the two options, Option 1 is slightly preferred to reuse the current mapping rule in one slot. Hence, we have the following proposal for UCI multiplexing on TBoMS:
Proposal 12: For UCI multiplexing in one slot of TBoMS, the current UCI mapping rules can be reused. For UCI multiplexing in multiple slots of TBoMS, the REs occupied by UCI are evenly divided and mapped in each of the overlapped slots.

Other aspects
It is understood that TBoMS outperforms ‘per-slot repetition’ scheme in coverage limited case. The dominating benefit comes from the channel coding gain, obtained from increasing the LDPC coding length by multi-slot resource allocation, while maintaining the narrow bandwidth and high PSD. To avoid increasing the buffer size due to multi-slot resource allocation, it was also agreed that the TBS of TBoMS will be limited to be no larger than the TBS in Rel-15/16. 
Several other aspects were also considered to be limited explicitly, including: FDRA, number of layers/ranks, MCS, code block segmentation, etc. The motivation of such restriction is to keep TBoMS within its predominance. However, network performance is a comprehensive issue. Since the gNB has more knowledge on the network situation than a UE, it would be better to allow the gNB to control the transmission parameters as much as possible. Even for the link level performance of a particular scheduling, there are still a lot of trade-offs between coding gain, power gain, frequency selective gain, etc.
For the restrictions other than the maximum TBS, we prefer to leave them to gNB’s implementation, rather than enforcing them by specification. This will provide enough flexibility for the gNB to make proper scheduling. 
Proposal 13: For a single TBoMS, no restriction is specified except for the maximum TBS. 
On the power control, we do not see the reason why the power can change during one TBoMS transmission. Current specification on power control is clear that the power of one PUSCH transmission is unchanged, which is determined based on the scheduling DCI, at least for the single carrier operation. Even for the repetition case, at least for dynamic scheduling, the power is unchanged among all repetitions. Furthermore, power change will disable joint channel estimation from gNB side, which will degrade the decoding performance of TBoMS consequently.
Proposal 14: The transmitted power of a single TBoMS remains unchanged during the transmission.
It is not determined whether frequency hopping can be applied for TBoMS and whether new hopping patterns will be introduced. In our view, frequency hopping helps utilizing the frequency domain diversity, and thus can be supported by TBoMS. Regarding to the hopping pattern, according to the outcome of SI [3], the performance improvement of any new hopping strategy is marginal. Hence, we think there is no strong need to introduce new hopping pattern for TBoMS, except for the case when joint channel estimation is involved. Potential new hopping pattern (e.g. inter-bundling hopping) for joint channel estimation can be determined based on the outcome in AI 8.8.1.3.
Proposal 15: For TBoMS without joint channel estimation, no new inter-slot frequency hopping mechanism is introduced.
Regarding to the case of retransmission, as proposed in Section 2.3, the TBS of retransmitted TBoMS should equal to the initial transmitted TBoMS. This is aligned with the current NR mechanism. Following the same logic, it seems that (re)transmitting the whole single TBoMS should be the baseline for retransmission, which should be naturally supported. Some further optimization may be considered, e.g. retransmitting part of the slots of a single TBoMS. 
Proposal 16: For TBoMS retransmission, retransmitting the whole single TBoMS should be the baseline.
· FFS whether/how to retransmit part of the slots of a single TBoMS.

Conclusion
In this contribution, we provide our view on several mechanisms of TBoMS. The observation and proposals are summarized as follows:
Observation 1: Scaling  by  using  may lead to the case in which the TBS of TBoMS exceeds the legacy maximum TBS.
Proposal 1: Confirm the working assumption with the modification: For a single TBoMS, the TB is transmitted on the allocated slots using a single RV.
Proposal 2: No need to support the cases with 1<K<N for the TBS calculation for a single TBoMS.
· No need to indicate K to the UE.
Proposal 3: Support bit interleaving over all the allocated slots for a single TBoMS.
· FFS whether additionally support bit interleaving per slot.
Proposal 4: For initial transmission, TBS of TBoMS is calculated by the following steps:
· Step 1: A UE first determines the number of REs allocated for TBoMS within a PRB () by .
· Step 2: A UE determines the total number of REs allocated for TBoMS () by .
· Step 3: Obtain unquantized intermediate variable () by .
Where N is the total number of the allocated available slots for TBoMS, and  is the maximum bandwidth of the active UL BWP.
Proposal 5: For retransmission, TBS of TBoMS follows the TBS of initial transmission.
Proposal 6: For time domain resource allocation of a single TBoMS, a new RRC IE is introduced in the TDRA entry to indicate the number of allocated slots for a single TBoMS.
Proposal 7: {2, 4, 8} can be considered as the configurable number of slots for a single TBoMS.
Proposal 8: For repetition of TBoMS, reuse numberOfRepetitions in the TDRA entry to indicate the number of repetition of a single TBoMS.
Proposal 9: Reusing {1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 12, 16} of numberOfRepetitions as the configurable set of repetition factors for TBoMS.
· A UE is not expected to be scheduled/configured with M*N > 32, where M is the number of repetition and N is the number of slot for a single TBoMS.
Proposal 10: For repetition of TBoMS, RV indices are cycled across the M repeated TBoMS, reusing the legacy cycling order.
Proposal 11: To determine the number of REs for UCI multiplexing on TBoMS, the following are supported:
· The number of available slots for TBS determination can be used to determine the data rate for UCI resource computation;
· The number of available overlapping slots between PUCCH and TBoMS can be used to determine the upper bounder of UCI resource on TBoMS.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 12: For UCI multiplexing in one slot of TBoMS, the current UCI mapping rules can be reused. For UCI multiplexing in multiple slots of TBoMS, the REs occupied by UCI are evenly divided and mapped in each of the overlapped slots.
Proposal 13: For a single TBoMS, no restriction is specified except for the maximum TBS. 
Proposal 14: The transmitted power of a single TBoMS remains unchanged during the transmission.
Proposal 15: For TBoMS without joint channel estimation, no new inter-slot frequency hopping mechanism is introduced.
Proposal 16: For TBoMS retransmission, retransmitting the whole single TBoMS should be the baseline.
· FFS whether/how to retransmit part of the slots of a single TBoMS.
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