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1. Introduction
RAN2 has an LS [1] to RAN1 regarding collision between DCP and RAR addressed to C-RNTI.
	RAN2 has discussed UE behavior when a DCP monitoring occasion overlaps with the ra-ResponseWindow or msgB-ResponseWindow. RAN2 understanding is that according to current TS 38.213 prioritization rules, if DCP collides with RAR addressed to C-RNTI (e.g. during BFR) and the search spaces are not quasi-collocated, DCP will be prioritized as it is type-3 CSS and thus impacting legacy RAR behavior. 
RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 the following:
· To confirm RAN2 understanding that if DCP and RAR search spaces are not quasi-collocated, a collision between DCP and RAR addressed to C-RNTI will impact legacy RAR handling. 
· From RAN2 point of view, the understanding is that RAR addressed all RNTIs should be prioritized over DCP by the UE.
· RAN2 would like to ask if RAN1 has any concerns with the understanding above? If RAN1 doesn’t have any concerns, what is RAN1 preference on where to capture this behavior e.g. TS 38.213 or in TS 38.321 via a DCP monitoring exception rule similar to overlap with DRX Active time?


In this contribution, we discussed the LS and provided  RAN1 understanding on this issue.
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[bookmark: _Ref32326212]In the LS [1] from RAN2, RAN2 ask RAN1 to confirm the understanding that if DCP and RAR search spaces are not quasi-collocated, a collision between DCP and RAR addressed to C-RNTI will impact legacy RAR handling, and RAN2 understanding is that RAR addressed all RNTIs should be prioritized over DCP by the UE.
From RAN1 perspective, when UE monitors PDCCH candidates in overlapping PDCCH monitoring occasions in multiple CORESETs that have different QCL-TypeD properties, the PDCCH monitoring CSS is prioritized over that in USS, and SS set with lower index is prioritized over the higher ones in the same type of SS set. Thus legacy RAR may be impacted by DCP monitoring according to the current understanding.
Concerns with the change of specification
In order to avoid such collision, prioritize RAR monitoring may be necessary. So far, there exists many approach based on the current specification to solve this issue. If PDCCH monitoring in RAR search spaces would be prioritized, it can be configured with lower SS set index than the CSS for WUS. Similarly, for RAR PDCCH monitoring occasions in BFR procedure, the recoverySearchspace can be link to a CSS with lower index compared to that for DCP, to make sure PDCCH monitoring in recoverySearchspace is prioritized. 
Furthermore, network has full flexibility to configure PDCCH monitoring occasions for DCP and RAR in TDM manner. In this case, PDCCH monitoring for RAR dropping due to different QCL properties can be avoided by proper network implementation.
Therefore, from RAN1 perspective, RAN1 specification provides enough flexibility to allow network configures the RAR search space has higher priority than DCP monitoring. Thus, no RAN1 specification impacted is expected. 
[bookmark: PP1]Proposal 1: from RAN1 perspective, RAN1 specification provides enough flexibility to allow network configures the RAR search space has higher priority than DCP monitoring. Thus, no RAN1 specification impacted is expected.
· Send LS to RAN2 to inform above understanding.
3. Conclusion
Proposal 1: from RAN1 perspective, RAN1 specification provides enough flexibility to allow network configures the RAR search space has higher priority than DCP monitoring. Thus, no RAN1 specification impacted is expected.
· Send LS to RAN2 to inform above understanding.
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