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1 Introduction

This document presents the summary of email approval [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-eMIMO-05]  during RAN1 #100bis-e. According to the Chairman’s Notes:

	[100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-eMIMO-05] Email discussion/approval till 4/24 – Ralf (ATT), (16-6a)

· Whether 16-6a “Low PAPR DMRS for PUSCH” is split into two FG


The following was discussed and agreed during RAN1 #100bis-e within the scope of [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-eMIMO-05]  “Email discussion/approval” [1].

The following will be removed from the final document, however, in the meantime, please take note of this guidance of the RAN1 MCC technical officer:

	W.r.t the naming convention, the following suggestion […] may be helpful to keep the previous company’s name (only the most recent one) in the filename, so that we can easily tell which previous version this is based on, and may solve the issue when there are crossing emails.
e.g. something like the following:

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v1-LG

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v2-LG-CATT

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v2-LG-vivo

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v3-CATT-HWHiSi


2 Summary of Email Approval [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-eMIMO-05] 

The following is the proposal in [1] for discussion in this email approval:

FL Proposal 5: (16-6a)

· Whether 16-6a “Low PAPR DMRS for PUSCH” is split into two FG

The following are the alternatives in [1] for discussion in this email approval:

Alt. 1:

	16-6a
	Low PAPR DMRS for PUSCH 
	1. For PUSCH without transform precoding

2. For PUSCH with transform precoding and with pi/2 BPSK modulation


	TBD
	Y
	N/A
	Y
	FFS: Per band
	N N/A
	N N/A
	
	Component-1 candidate value set: {‘supported’, ‘not supported’}

Component-2 candidate value set: {‘supported’, ‘not supported’}
	 FFS: Optional with capability signalling


Alt. 2:

	16-6a
	Low PAPR DMRS for PUSCH without transform precoding
	1. For PUSCH without transform precoding

2. For PUSCH with transform precoding and with pi/2 BPSK modulation


	TBD
	Y
	N/A
	Y
	FFS: Per band
	N N/A
	N N/A
	
	
	 FFS: Optional with capability signalling

	16-6c
	Low PAPR DMRS for PUSCH with transform precoding and with pi/2 BPSK
	For PUSCH with transform precoding and with pi/2 BPSK modulation
	TBD
	Y
	N/A
	Y
	FFS: Per band
	N N/A
	N N/A
	
	
	 FFS: Optional with capability signalling


According to the feedback in [1], three companies prefer Alt. 1 and three companies prefer Alt. 2. However, four companies were fine with either one, and some even argued the two alternatives are identical and simply differ in style. More discussion is clearly needed, but consensus seems possible. I suggest addressing the comments in [1] and to work on the part that they are basically identical. Hopefully, either supporters of Alt. 1 can be convinced of Alt. 2 or vice versa. 

	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Ericsson
	The FG should be split into 16-6a and 16-6c as proposed. 

	Apple
	We prefer to split into 2 FGs as proposed in Alt. 2. 

	OPPO
	Ok to split into 2 FGs 

	vivo
	We are ok to split into 2 FGs as proposed in Alt.2 however we would like clarify that support of 16-6c conditioned on 16-6a, i.e. 16-6c can only be supported if 16-6a is supported. 

	ZTE
	Support Alt.2.   

16-6c should be independent with 16-6a since they are separate FGs. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Prefer Alt.2 with split FGs.

	QC
	Ok to split 16-6a into 2 FGs.


3 Conclusions

…
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