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1. Introduction
RAN1#103-e is the first meeting that will start discussing the AI 8.12.3 on Basic functions for broadcast/multicast for RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE UEs. The information of the email thread on this topic and the check points on the discussion provided by RAN1 Chairman is shown below: 
[103-e-NR-MBS-03] Email discussion/approval for basic functions for broadcast/multicast for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs– David (BBC)
· 1st check point: 11/5
· 2nd check point: 11/10
· 3rd check point: 11/12

[bookmark: _GoBack]A summary of the analysis and key issues identified from the technical inputs to this meeting to AI 8.12.3 can be found in R1-2009465.
Since this is the first meeting to discuss AI 8.12.3, we will start with a prioritisation of issues to be discussed at RAN1#103-e. Once the issues have been agreed, the discussions can continue on the specific proposals.
Section 2 summarises the issues identified based on the technical contributions submitted to RAN1#103-e AI 8.12.3. Section 3 provides a first order prioritisation proposal from the moderator where companies can provide their views. This prioritisation phase discussion can be conducted by email and at the next online GTW sessions planned for the NR Multicast and Broadcast Services WI during RAN1#103-e.
2. Summary of identified Issues for RAN1#103-e 
Issue 1: Group scheduling for UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states
· Proposal 1: For RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, support group-common PDCCH with CRC scrambled by a common RNTI to schedule a group-common PDSCH, where the scrambling of the group-common PDSCH is based on the same common RNTI.
Issue 2: Configuration mechanisms for group scheduling of IDLE/INACTIVE UEs
· Proposal 2: Subject to RAN2 decision, assume as the baseline to enable the MBS configuration for UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states the broadcast-based mechanism, i.e. SIB and/or MCCH, as specified in LTE SC-PTM.
Issue 3: Broadcast and Multicast support by UEs in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE state
· Proposal 3: broadcast service reception can be supported for UEs in RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE/CONNECTED states.
· Proposal 4: study multicast service reception for UEs in RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE/CONNECTED states.
Issue 4: MBS frequency resources of UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states
· Proposal 5: for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, the initial BWP can be the default common frequency resource to receive MBS data.
· FFS: one/more MBS specific BWPs where to avoid BWP switching the MBS specific BWP(s) can contain the initial BWP.
Issue 5: Retransmissions and HARQ feedback for UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states
· Proposal 6: for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, consider support of NACK-only based HARQ-feedback for multicast and broadcast.
· Proposal 7: for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, consider reception of HARQ retransmissions initiated by UEs in RRC_CONNECTED state for multicast and broadcast.
· Proposal 8: for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, consider support of PDSCH repetitions for multicast and broadcast.
Issue 6: Beam sweeping for UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states
· Proposal 9: for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, beam sweeping is supported for Rel-17 MBS transmissions.
· FFS: UE monitoring occasions are associated with a subset of the total SSB indexes.
· FFS: UE monitoring and association is based on beam sweeping SIBx/paging procedures.
· FFS: QCL assumption based on SSB or TRS based on SIB configuration.
· FFS: PTP/PTM indications can be done per SSB.
Issue 7: PDCCH Search Space for UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states
· Proposal 10: for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, CSS is supported for group-common PDCCH.
· FFS: reuse current CSS types and/or define a new CSS type.
Issue 8: CORESET for UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states
· Proposal 11: for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, an MBS-specific CORESET is defined where the CORESET of PDCCH can be CORESET0 by default.
3. Discussion on Prioritisation of Issues for discussion at RAN1#103-e 
Initial FL prioritisation proposals
The FL proposes the following prioritisation of topics for discussion at RAN1#103-e:
· Issue 1, Issue 2, Issue 3, Issue 4, Issue 5 and Issue 6.
This prioritisation proposal is for consideration and can be discussed by email and at the planned online GTW NR MB sessions at RAN1#103-e. The proposals for each of the issues can be discussed after the prioritisation of topics has been agreed.
Please provide company’s views in the table below on whether your company agrees with the prioritisation of topics for discussion at RAN1#103-e for AI 8.12.3 or any other comment:
	Company
	Comments

	LG
	We propose to prioritize issue 1, 4 and 6 in RAN1#103-e.
We could rely on RAN2 for Issue 2 and Issue 3 for the time being.
We can wait for conclusion of connected mode in other AIs for Issue 5, 7 and 8. 

	ZTE
	High priority issue: Issue1 and Issue 4
Medium priority issue: Issue 6, Issue 7 and Issue 8
Low priority issue: Issue 2, Issue 3 and Issue 5
From our perspective, Issue 1 and Issue 4 are the most fundamental issues for MBS under RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE, which should be discussed with high priority. Issue 6, Issue 7 and Issue 8 are related to PDCCH/Search Space/CORESET for MBS scheduling, which are also essential issues. For Issue 2 and Issue 3, it seems more appropriate to discuss them in RAN2. For Issue 5, it is related to the discussion in [103-e-NR-MBS-03], maybe we can wait for the progress in that discussion first.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	We prefer to firstly focus on issues 1, 4 and 6 for this meeting. One different view from ZTE is that issue 6 might be related to COREST/search space but the point more focuses on beam sweeping as needed for SIB/paging, it is more justified for IDLE/INACTIVE UEs though there is similar proposal also in other agenda for CONNECTED UEs. If the issue is to be discussed, we prefer to discuss it firstly in this agenda for IDLE/INACTIVE UEs. 

	CMCC
	Similar with LG and Huawei, issue 1, 4 and 6 can be with highest priority which no relationship with RAN2 or other agenda.
Issue 7 and 8 can be discussed later, which are also related to issue 1.
Issue 2, 3 and 5 can be with lowest priority after the decision of RAN2 and AI 8.12.2.

	NOKIA
	We think Issue 1 and 4, are the highest-priority issues, following by the high-priority issue of Issue 7 and 8 need to be discussed as part of RAN1#103-e.
Issue 1: Whether a group-common PDSCH can be configured to be used by both idle and connected mode UEs simultaneously require to be further clarified.
Both Issue 2 and Issue 3 are RAN2 related. Thus, both are subject to RAN2 decision. And as stated in our contribution, it is still unclear which configuration mechanism, i.e. Solution-A1, Solution-A2, Solution-B, is going to be chosen by RAN2, and whether broadcast and/or multicast is to be supported for RRC_ IDLE/INACTIVE UEs is also NOT clear. Therefore, it is hard for RAN1 to make any concrete assumption for the current being.
Issue 4 is the BWP operation issue relate to the RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE UEs, which is the key need to be discussed first. If the initial BWP is considered as the default common frequency resource to receive MBS data for RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE UEs, whether or not there is enough capacity in initial BWP to contain MBS related MCCH and/or MTCH traffic need to be discussed first, as we proposed in our contribution. If there is NOT enough capacity in initial BWP for RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE UEs identified, we may need further FFS on how to handle the issue accordingly.
Issue 5: as we stated in our contribution, reliability improvement for RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE UEs is not part of the WID in Rel17 MBS, where the reliability improvement for Rel17 MBS only targets on the RRC_CONNECTED UEs in the WID. Therefore, we don’t need to have further discussion here for this issue. Issue 5 should be removed.
Issue 8 is quite related to the Issue 4, and it should be discussed after the Issue 4 is clarified. Again, there is very limited capacity in CORESET#0 as default. Whether the MBS-specific CORESET should be in initial BWP or other BWP should be further discussed when Issue 4 is clarified.
Issue 7 can be further addressed after the Issue 8 is set. And by considering the commonality design between RRC_CONNECTED and RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE, the Issue 7 may also depend on the outcome of search space discussion of RRC_CONNECTED UEs.
Issue 6 is an issue can be further discussed when the above issues are focused and be clarified first.
Furthermore, we have the following wording proposal to the description of Issue 4, 7, 8 with yellow highlight in below:
Issue 1: Group scheduling for UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states
· Proposal 1: For RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, support group-common PDCCH with CRC scrambled by a common RNTI to schedule a group-common PDSCH, where the scrambling of the group-common PDSCH is based on the same common RNTI.
· FFS: Whether a group-common PDSCH can be configured to be used by both idle and connected mode UEs simultaneously?
Issue 4: MBS frequency resources of UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states
· For RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, if the initial BWP is considered as the default common frequency resource to receive MBS data, discuss whether there is enough capacity in initial BWP to contain MBS related MCCH and/or MTCH traffic
· If there is NOT enough capacity in initial BWP for RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE UEs identified
· FFS: How to handle the issue, i.e. one/more MBS specific BWPs where to avoid BWP switching the MBS specific BWP(s) can contain the initial BWP. 
Issue 8: CORESET for UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states
· FFS: CORESET for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, i.e. an MBS-specific CORESET is defined where the CORESET of PDCCH can be CORESET0 by default, or other means.
Issue 7: PDCCH Search Space for UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states
· FFS: SS for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, and try to explore the design commonality with RRC_CONNECTED UEs


	Ericsson
	We agree with the proposed prioritization of issues. 
We wish however to point out that in Issue 2, “Configuration mechanisms for group scheduling of IDLE/INACTIVE UEs”, the configuration of UEs may be performed in RRC Connected (UEs moved to Idle/Inactive afterwards) or in RRC Idle/Inactive, depending on the use case. We therefore understand the issue to cover both cases.

	CATT
	· High priority: Issue 1, Issue 3, Issue 6
· Medium priority: Issue 2, Issue 4
· Low priority: Issue 5, Issue 7, Issue 8
We propose to discuss the high priority issue 1/3/6 during this RAN1#103-e.
For Issue 2, it can be discussed after RAN2’s discussion and decision.
For Issue 4, the frequency resource can be discussed in the RRC_CONNECTED topic. After it is determined for connected UEs in MBS, similar mechanism can be reused for RRC_IDLE UEs.

	Qualcomm
	· High priority: Issue 3, 2, 1, 4, 6
· Medium priority: Issue 7, 8
· Low priority: Issue 5
For Issue 3, our understanding is that Proposal 3 is within the WID based on RAN discussion. But RAN2 have different views on Proposal 4. At least, we can discuss whether RAN1 can take Proposal 3 as WA to design how to support broadcast services. 
For Issue 2, we can discuss whether RAN1 can take it as WA for further discussion. Without these assumptions, it is difficult to further consider issue 1, 4, 6. The final decision on whether WAs are valid or not is up to RAN2.
For issue 1, 4 and 6, we think the discussion can focus on broadcast services for now, which is not discussed in 8.12.1 and 8.12.2. The design in 8.12.1 and 8.12.2 is for multicast reception of RRC_CONNECTED UEs and RAN1 can further study whether it can be applied to both RRC_CONNECTED UEs and RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE UEs for multicast reception (after RAN2 to decide whether multicast can be received by RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE UEs).
For Issue 5, we agree with Nokia that the reliability improvement for RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE UEs is not part of the WID in Rel17 MBS. No reason to put it in high or medium priority. We are fine to either delete it or mark it as low priority.
For Issue 7, 8, we can discuss if there is time after higher priority issues.  


	Intel
	· High Priority: Issue 1 and 4
· Medium Priority: Issue 5, 7, 8
· Low Priority: Issue 6, 2, 3
In our understanding basic multicast operation for RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE UEs require settling issues 1 and 4 in this meeting. 
On issue 4, there can be some dependence on the discussion for RRC_CONNECTED mode UEs i.e., if BWP framework is reused or a so-called MBS frequency region (as discussed in R1-2009000) can be defined which requires lesser configuration than BWP. In this case, the RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE UEs may not be confined to only the initial active BWP and can be switched to the common MBS frequency resource via SIB. Furthermore, we tend to agree with the observation from Nokia above, that there may be need for wide BW compared to initial BWP. But the flexibility of switching by configuration can be left up to the network. Additionally, based on the common frequency resource design for RRC_CONNECTED UEs, it may be possible to have similar design for the IDLE/INACTIVE case as well. Therefore, we prefer the following wording:
Issue 4: MBS frequency resources of UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states
· Proposal 5: for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, the initial BWP can be the default common frequency resource to receive MBS data.
· FFS: one/more MBS specific common frequency resource(s) can be configured which may or may not contain the initial BWP.
· FFS: configuration details of common frequency resource when it is different from initial BWP
On Issue 5, since HARQ support has already been agreed for RRC_CONNECTED UEs without the need for further evaluation, it is beneficial if such functionality can also be extended to IDLE/INACTIVE mode UEs. As a starting point, we can try to agree on support of basic HARQ functionality and then leave the exact scheme and configuration details for further study. Therefore proposal 6 can be revised as follows:
Issue 5: Retransmissions and HARQ feedback for UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states
· Proposal 6: for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, consider support of HARQ-feedback for multicast and broadcast.
· FFS: Exact HARQ feedback scheme and PUCCH configuration for feedback e.g., NACK-only feedback scheme
· FFS: reception of HARQ retransmissions initiated by UEs in RRC_CONNECTED state for multicast and broadcast.
· Proposal 7: for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, consider support of PDSCH repetitions for multicast and broadcast.
On issue 8, we should also address the case when the MBS frequency resource is not the initial BWP. In this case, the group-common PDCCH may be received on a CORESET configured within the common MBS frequency resource.
Issue 8: CORESET for UEs in RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE states
· Proposal 11: for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE UEs, an MBS-specific CORESET is defined where the CORESET of PDCCH can be CORESET0 by default.
FFS: configuration of MBS-specific CORESET for MBS reception on common frequency resource other than initial BWP

	Moderator
	Thank you all for the inputs on the prioritisation of topics for RAN1#103-e. 
Thank you also Nokia and Intel for the inputs on modifications on the text for the proposals. I would like to suggest that we first agree on the topics for discussion at RAN1#103-e and once this is done, we can then move to discuss the text proposals in particular – thank you for your understanding.
Based on the discussion on the topics to be discussed at RAN1#103-e:
· Issue 1 (Group scheduling): 9 companies consider this issue has high priority for this meeting.
· Issue 2 (Configuration mechanisms): 6 companies consider this issue to have low priority and 1 company considered it to have medium priority, although the 6 companies considered that it may be more appropriate to have input from RAN2 first. 2 companies consider this issue has high priority for this meeting.
· Issue 3 (Broadcast and Multicast support): 6 companies consider this issue to have low priority. Similar to Issue 2, companies considered that it may be more appropriate to have input from RAN2 first. 3 companies consider this issue has high priority for this meeting.
· Issue 4 (MBS frequency resources): 8 companies consider this issue has high priority for this meeting and 1 company consider it has medium priority.
· Issue 5 (Retransmissions and HARQ): 7 companies consider this issue has low priority, while 1 company consider medium priority and 1 company high priority.
· Issue 6 (Beam sweeping): 6 companies consider this issue has high priority, 1 company considers medium priority and 1 company low priority.
· Issue 7 (PDCCH Search Space): 5 companies consider it has medium priority, 3 companies consider it has low priority and 1 company considers it has high priority. 
· Issue 8 (CORESET): 5 companies consider it has medium priority, 3 companies consider it has low priority and 1 company considers it has high priority.
The FL proposes:
· Issues 1, 4 and 6 are stable and have substantial support. Hence, FL proposes to treat to this meeting.
· Issue 5 is mainly considered as low priority. Hence, FL proposes to postpone the discussion to next meetings.
· Issues 7 and 8 are mainly stable and can be considered as medium priority. FL proposes to treat to this meeting only after 2nd check point.
· Issues 2 and 3 have divergent views. The discussion on the prioritisation of this issues is not stable. Although more companies think it can have lower priority due to it may need RAN2 input, some companies consider the issues have high priority. One of the companies considers that discussing potential working assumptions (WA) can foster progress at next meetings. FL proposes to have another round of prioritisation discussion for these two issues where Issue 3 focuses on Proposal 3 which deals with broadcast support only.



Second round FL prioritisation proposals
Based on the discussion on the Initial FL proposal for prioritisation of issues for discussion at RAN1#103-e, the FL makes the following proposals:
· Issues 1, 4 and 6 are stable and have substantial support. Hence, FL proposes to treat to this meeting.
· Issue 5 is mainly considered as low priority. Hence, FL proposes to postpone the discussion to next meetings.
· Issues 7 and 8 are mainly stable and can be considered as medium priority. FL proposes to treat to this meeting only after 2nd check point.
· Issues 2 and 3 have divergent views. The discussion on the prioritisation of this issues is not stable. Although more companies think it can have lower priority due to it may need RAN2 input, some companies consider the issues have high priority. One of the companies considers that discussing potential working assumptions (WA) can foster progress at next meetings.
FL proposes to have another round of prioritisation discussion for these two issues where Issue 3 focuses on Proposal 3 which deals with broadcast support only.
Please provide company’s views in the table below on whether your company agrees with the proposals above. For Issues 2 and 3 (taking into account that Issue 3 would focus on Proposal 3 which deals with broadcast support only) please provide your priority for this meeting either [High priority] or [Low priority], where low priority means that discussion will be postponed to next meetings:
	Company
	Comments

	ZTE
	We are fine with the above proposal.
Regarding Issue 3, we are fine to focus on Proposal 3 in this meeting.

	LG
	We can live with the above proposal. 
We are also fine to focus on Proposal 3 for Issue 3. Note that according to RAN2 email on [Post111-e][906][MBS] Idle mode support (CATT), a majority of companies in RAN2 support reception of broadcast services in idle/ inactive mode.

	Qualcomm
	We support the FL’s proposal.
Also we support to add Proposal 3 of Issue 3 and Issue 2 in [High priority]. 

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	We support FL proposal.
We also support to add Proposal 3 in Issue 3. 

	Apple
	We are fine with FL’s proposal, and support discussing the Proposal 3 in this meeting. 

	Spreadtrum
	We are fine with the FL proposal.
We also support to add proposal3 in Issue 3.

	NOKIA
	We are fine with the proposals above. 
And we are also fine to have the Proposal-3 focused in this meeting. 

	CATT
	We are fine with the FL’s proposal.
We also suggest discussing issue 3 (proposal 3) during this meeting.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Support the proposals. 
Regarding issues 2 and 3, we support they can be discussed in this meeting as well. 

	Ericsson
	We are generally fine with the proposed prioritization of Issues.
Regarding Issue 1 it would be good to clarify if the Idle/Inactive UEs may use the same G-RNTI as the one used by RRC connected UEs or a different G-RNTI. As we propose in our RAN1 contribution R1- 2009307 it should be possible to use the same transmission for UEs in all RRC states, provided they are configured in RRC Connected (this is to better support exceptional cases in RRC Connected with congestion).
As also others have mentioned, we wish to point out that there is a dependency with the RAN2 about this topic.

	Moderator
	Thank you again for your contributions and comments.
Thank you Ericsson as well for the detailed comments on the clarifications. If that’s ok, we can work on agreeable text proposals after this prioritisation phase.
Regarding the second round FL prioritisation proposal:
· Issues 1, 4 and 6 are stable and can be considered agreed for discussion in this meeting as high priority.
· Issue 5 is also stable and can be considered agreed as postponed to next meetings.
· Issues 7 and 8 are stable and can be considered agreed for discussion in this meeting as medium priority only after 2nd check point.
· Issue 3 (only including Proposal 3) has also been widely supported by the inputs to this second round. Hence, FL considers it can be agreed for discussion in this meeting with high priority.
· For Issue 2, eight (8) companies have neither expressed direct support nor direct indication as Low Priority for Issue 2. Hence, FL interprets this as that the 8 companies do not have a strong view on whether including or not Issue 2 as discussion topic for this meeting. On the other hand, 1 company considers Issue 2 can be discussed at this meeting and 1 company considers Issue 2 as high priority for this meeting. Hence, FL proposes that if no objections are received Issue 2 is also included as high priority issue for this meeting.



Third round FL prioritisation proposals
Based on the discussion on the second round FL proposal for prioritisation of issues for discussion at RAN1#103-e, the FL would like to confirm that:
· Issue 1, Issue 3 (Proposal 3 only), Issue 4 and Issue 6 are agreed for discussion in this meeting as high priority.
· Issue 7 and Issue 8 are agreed for discussion in this meeting as medium priority only after second check point.
· Issue 5 is agreed to be postponed to other meetings.
· Issue 2, if no objections are received, is also agreed for discussion in this meeting as high priority.
Please use the table below if your company has any objection to the confirmation above, or other comments:

	Company
	Comment

	LG
	We propose to postpone Issue 2 to a next meeting. RAN1 could start Issue 2 after RAN2 progress on SIB and/or MCCH.
We are fine with the other proposals.

	Intel
	OK with prioritization in first 3 bullets. For Issue 2, we should await decision from RAN2 since this is being discussed there and has more higher layer impact.

	CMCC
	Generally OK with the priority.
For issue 2, we can wait the process from RAN2. If they have agreements during this week, we can further discuss issue 2, otherwise, we can postpone it to next meeting.

	NOKIA, NSB
	We are fine with the first 3 bullet points.
For Issue 2, we agree with LG, Intel and CMCC, RAN1 should wait for the RAN2 discussion outcome first, and then proceeding in RAN1 discussion.

	MTK
	We are generally OK with the priority.
For Issue 2, we have the same view with LG, Intel, CMCC and NOKIA.

	Chengdu TD Tech, TD Tech
	We agree with the first three items. We think issue 2 can be discussed in the next meeting. We suggest to update Proposal 3 of issue 3 to limit the discussion only for broadcast service.
· Issue 1, Issue 3 (Proposal 3 only), Issue 4 and Issue 6 are agreed for discussion in this meeting as high priority.
· Issue 7 and Issue 8 are agreed for discussion in this meeting as medium priority only after second check point.
· Issue 5 is agreed to be postponed to other meetings.
· Issue 2, if no objections are received, is also agreed for discussion in this meeting as high priority.


	Spreadtrum
	We are generally fine with the priority. 
For issue2, we agree with other companies and wait for RAN2.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	We are OK with FL proposals.
For Issue 2, we share same view with LG.

	OPPO
	Same as majority that we are fine with FL proposals, and treat issue 2 in the future awaiting progress in RAN2 first.

	Apple
	We are generally OK with the proposal, and share the views with majority on issue 2. 

	CATT
	We are also fine with the proposal except issue 2.
For Issue 2, we agree with LG that it can be discussed until RAN2 has some progress on it.

	ZTE
	We are fine with the proposal except for Issue 2. We also prefer to postpone issue2 discussion. 

	Samsung
	We are fine with the proposal except for Issue 2. We can discuss it in the later meeting.

	Moderator
	Thank you all for the clear comments.
Based on this the FL proposes that Issue 2 is not discussed at this meeting.




4. Summary
After the discussion in Section 3 on the prioritisation of issues to be discussed at RAN1#103-e on AI 8.12.3 on Basic functions for broadcast/multicast for RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE UEs, the FL has the following proposal for consideration:
Proposal: The issues for discussion at RAN1#103-e on AI 8.12.3 on basic functions for broadcast/multicast for RRC_IDLE/ RRC_INACTIVE UEs are:
· with High Priority:
· Issue 1 (Group scheduling), Issue 3 (Broadcast support, i.e., Proposal 3 only), Issue 4 (MBS frequency resources) and Issue 6 (Beam sweeping).
· with Medium Priority and only after second check point:
· Issue 7 (PDCCH Search Space) and Issue 8 (CORESET).
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