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1	Introduction
In RAN1#115 meeting the following conclusion and agreement were achieved[1]. For RAN1#116 meeting, RAN1 continues to discuss IEs not expected by UE to be reconfigured by network during an on-going Type 2 CG-PUSCH.
Conclusion
The first type 2 CG-PUSCH transmission after associated activation DCI is treated as a CG-PUSCH in PUSCH candidate selection for UCI multiplexing. 

Agreement
For Rel 15/16/17, it is up to UE implementation to ignore or follow the “Downlink assignment index” field in DCI format 0_1, 0_2 associated with the first CG PUSCH transmission.
· When a UE ignores “Downlink assignment index” field in DCI format 0_1, 0_2, it follows the “Downlink assignment index” in DCI format 1_0, 1_1, 1_2, if applicable. 
· When a UE follows “Downlink assignment index” field in DCI format 0_1, 0_2, 1_0, 1_1, or 1_2, it applies the field only once (to the first CG-PUSCH transmission instance, if applicable).
For Rel 18 and beyond, decide between the following options in RAN1#116
· Option 1: A UE shall ignore this field in the activation DCI.
· Option 2: A UE follows this field, if exists. It applies only once to the first CG-PUSCH transmission instance. 

For RAN1#116:
Check at least the RRC IEs listed below and identify the RRC parameters inside those RRC IEs that UE does not expect NW to reconfigure during an ongoing Type 2 CG-PUSCH transmission.
· pusch-Config
· configuredGrantConfig
· srs-Config
· useInterlacePUCCH-PUSCH-r16
· configuredGrantConfigToAddModList-r16
· configuredGrantConfigToReleaseList-r16
· configuredGrantConfigType2DeactivationStateList-r16
· ul-TCI-StateList-r17
· ul-powerControl-r17
· pathlossReferenceRSToAddModList-r17
· pathlossReferenceRSToReleaseList-r17
Note1: other RRC IEs are not excluded. 
Note2: ConfiguredGrantConfig is not reconfigured for an ongoing Type 2 CG-PUSCH per RAN2 specification.

[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
According to 38.331, the reconfiguration of ConfigureGrantConfig IE is unexpected by a UE if there’s an ongoing CG-PUSCH transmission. Except ConfigureGrantConfig IE, the other RRC parameters are not mentioned, strictly speaking and according to current specification, reconfiguration of other RRC IEs is allowed. 
The purpose of RRC reconfiguration discussion for CG-PUSCH is to align the expectation of network deployment and UE implementation to identify potential issues that may arise in a real network ,rather than to make changes in the specification. 
[bookmark: _Toc159236264]The purpose of RRC reconfiguration discussion for CG-PUSCH is to align the expectations of network deployment and UE implementation, rather than to make change in the specification.
Keeping this purpose in mind, we share our views from a network deployment perspective.
The flexibility of sending RRC reconfigurations is very essential for a healthy functional NR deployment. RRC signalling is a slow procedure that comes with traffic cost and network signalling effort, for UE in bad radio conditions, the RRC signalling may fail. The consequence of RRC failure is UE may lost connection with network. Therefore the flexibility of RRC reconfiguration shall be kept as much as possible. If the freedom of executing RRC reconfiguration get limited because of an on-going CG-PUSCH, both network and UE performance will suffer. We must be careful with putting any limitation on RRC reconfiguration. 
[bookmark: _Toc159236265]The flexibility of sending RRC reconfiguration shall be kept as much as possible.

In principle the UE should be able to handle the RRC reconfiguration as is per specification. Many paramters in PUSCH-Config can also be configured dedicatedly for CG PUSCH in ConfiguredGrantConfig can be reconfigured. In the text in 38.214, few parameters are specified in CG-PUSCH to be derived from PUSCH-Config.
Text in 38.214
“For the PUSCH transmission corresponding to a Type 1 configured grant or a Type 2 configured grant activated by DCI format 0_0 or 0_1, the parameters applied for the transmission are provided by configuredGrantConfig except for dataScramblingIdentityPUSCH, txConfig, codebookSubset, maxRank, scaling of UCI-OnPUSCH, which are provided by pusch-Config. A configured grant PUSCH can be transmitted with at most 4 layers. For the PUSCH transmission corresponding to a Type 2 configured grant activated by DCI format 0_2, the parameters applied for the transmission are provided by configuredGrantConfig except for dataScramblingIdentityPUSCH, txConfig, codebookSubsetDCI-0-2, maxRankDCI-0-2, scaling of UCI-OnPUSCH, resourceAllocationType1GranularityDCI-0-2 provided by pusch-Config. If the UE is provided with transformPrecoder in configuredGrantConfig, the UE applies the higher layer parameter tp-pi2BPSK, if provided in pusch-Config, according to the procedure described in clause 6.1.4 for the PUSCH transmission corresponding to a configured grant.”

The parameters that can be separately configured in configuredGrantConfig IE and PUSCH-Config are expected to be reconfigurable for PUSCH-Config, therefore, a proper CG-PUSCH implementation shall be capable of supporting two set of PUSCH parameters, one for CG-PUSCH and one for DG PUSCH, respectively. Assume this is the original intension of how the CG-PUSCH shall be implemented, for the remaining parameters, if two sets of PUSCH parameters are maintained for CG-PUSCH and DG PUSCH, we don’t see there’s strong motivation to restrict the reconfiguration.  

[bookmark: _Toc159236266]A proper CG-PUSCH implementation shall be capable of supporting two set of parameters, one for CG-PUSCH and one for DG PUSCH, respectively.

The need of restricting any RRC parameters reconfiguration for an ongoing CG-PUSCH shall be thoroughly analysed with motivation, scenarios, and consequences. 
Take “maxRank” as an example. Even the “maxRank” is configured only in PUSCH-Config, i.e., not configured in ConfiguredGrantConfig, the reconfiguration of it for DG PUSCH may have no impact on an on-going CG-PUSCH. Consider the following scenario, network at first configures PUSCH-Config with maxRank=1 and activates a CG-PUSCH, and then reconfigures the PUSCH-Config with maxRank=2. In this scenario though the maxRank is changed, the on-going CG-PUSCH is not impacted because the rank of the CG-PUSCH is one, the transmission of CG-PUSCH is kept consistent regardless of reconfiguration signalling. For such case there’s no need to deactivate the CG PUSCH before RRC reconfiguration as the reconfiguration has no impact on the CG-PUSCH. In our view, reconfiguration of “maxRank” shall not be restricted for this scenario.   Similar scenarios also exist for the srs-Config, ul-TCI-StateList-r17, ul-powerControl-r17, pathlossReferenceRSToAddModList-r17, pathlossReferenceRSToReleaseList-r17.

[bookmark: _Toc159236269]Reconfiguration of parameters, e.g., maxRank, srs-Config, ul-TCI-StateList-r17, ul-powerControl-r17, pathlossReferenceRSToAddModList-r17, pathlossReferenceRSToReleaseList-r17 shall not be restricted as they may have no impact on an ongoing CG-PUSCH.

[bookmark: _Toc159236270]The RRC parameter that UE doesn’t expect to be reconfigured shall be thoroughly analysed to understand the motivation, scenarios, and consequences,
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Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	The purpose of RRC reconfiguration discussion for CG-PUSCH is to align the expectations of network deployment and UE implementation, rather than to make change in the specification.
Observation 2	The flexibility of sending RRC reconfiguration shall be kept as much as possible.
Observation 3	A proper CG-PUSCH implementation shall be capable of supporting two set of parameters, one for CG-PUSCH and one for DG PUSCH, respectively.


Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	Reconfiguration of parameters, e.g., maxRank, srs-Config, ul-TCI-StateList-r17, ul-powerControl-r17, pathlossReferenceRSToAddModList-r17, pathlossReferenceRSToReleaseList-r17 shall not be restricted as they may have no impact on an ongoing CG-PUSCH.
Proposal 2	The RRC parameter that UE doesn’t expect to be reconfigured shall be thoroughly analysed to understand the motivation, scenarios, and consequences,
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