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8.6     Support of Reduced Capability NR Devices
Please refer to RP-211574 for detailed scope of the WI.

Incoming LS(s) related to this work/study item under agenda item 5: R1-2108709, R1-2108713, R1-2108714.

[106bis-e-R17-RRC-REDCAP] Email discussion on Rel-17 RRC parameters for REDCAP – Johan (Ericsson)
· 1st check point: October 14
· Final check point: October 19
8.6.1 UE complexity reduction 
8.6.1.1 Aspects related to reduced maximum UE bandwidth
[106bis-e-NR-R17-RedCap-01] Email discussion regarding aspects related to reduced maximum UE bandwidth – Johan (Ericsson)
· 1st check point: October 14
· Final check point: October 19

Possible Agreement: 

Regarding a separate initial UL BWP for RedCap in both during and after initial access:

· For the scenario where the initial UL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is configured to be wider than the RedCap UE bandwidth, a separate initial UL BWP no wider than the RedCap UE maximum bandwidth is configured/defined for RedCap UEs.

· FFS how to handle RO(s) out of the RedCap UE maximum bandwidth

· FFS whether a separate initial UL BWP no wider than the RedCap UE maximum bandwidth is defined for RedCap UEs

· Note: For the scenario where the initial UL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is not configured to be wider than the RedCap UE bandwidth, a separate initial UL BWP can optionally be configured/defined for RedCap UEs.

Possible Agreement: 

A separate SIB1-configured initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs (if configured) can be used during the initial access.
Agreement: 

Confirm the working assumption:

· In case a separate initial UL BWP is configured for RedCap UEs, it is supported that the network can enable/disable intra-slot PUCCH frequency hopping within the separate initial UL BWP in the PUCCH resource for HARQ feedback for Msg4/MsgB for RedCap UEs.

· The frequency hopping is enabled/disabled at least via SIB.

Agreement

· For a cell that allows a RedCap UE to access, network can configure a separate initial UL BWP for RedCap UEs in SIB
· It can be used both during and after initial access.
· It is no wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth.
· It is always configured if the initial UL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth
· This applies to both TDD and FDD (including FD FDD and HD FDD) cases
· FFS whether part of the configuration is implicitly signaled

Working Assumption
· For a cell that allows a RedCap UE to access, network can configure a separate initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs in SIB.

· Working assumption: It can be used during initial access

· It can be used after initial access.
· It is no wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth.
· FFS: It is always configured if the initial DL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth.

· This applies to both TDD and FDD (including FD FDD and HD FDD) cases.
· Working assumption: It applies at least after initial access for FR1 when MIB configured CORESET#0 is included
Possible Agreement
Take Option 2 as working assumption, which will be revisited based on the reply from RAN2/4
· For FR1, select one of the following options:
· Option 1:
· For a separate initial DL BWP,
· RedCap UE does NOT expect it to contain SSB/CORESET#0/SIB.
· For an RRC-configured active DL BWP,
· RedCap UE does NOT expect it to contain SSB/CORESET#0/SIB.
· Option 2:
· For a separate initial DL BWP (if it does not include the entire CORESET#0), 
· If it is configured for random access only, RedCap UE does NOT expect it to contain SSB/CORESET#0/SIB.
· If it is configured for paging, RedCap UE expects it to contain NCD-SSB but not CORESET#0/SIB.
· For an RRC-configured active DL BWP (if it does not include entire CORESET#0),
· RedCap UE expects it to contain NCD-SSB [FFS: or CSI-RS] but not CORESET#0/SIB.
Note: if a separate initial/RRC configured DL BWP is configured to contain entire CORESET#0, CD-SSB is expected by RedCap UE
· Note: The network may choose to configure SSB or MIB-configured CORESET#0 or SIB1 to be within the respective DL BWP.
· FFS: FR2 case
· Send an LS to RAN2 and RAN4 to ask about the feasibility of using NCD-SSB instead of CD-SSB for idle/inactive/connected mode procedures for a Rel-17 RedCap UE operating with an initial or non-initial DL BWP not containing CD-SSB.
· Prepare clear questions via email discussion until Monday 18th October.
· Indicate in the LS that a response is needed before RAN1#107-e.
The criteria for revisting the working assumption based on e.g., if there are additional effort from RAN2/4
· For TDD, center frequencies are assumed to be the same for the initial DL and UL BWPs.
· Note: MIB-configured CORESET#0 and initial UL BWP do not need to be aligned.
· If a separate SIB-configured initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs is configured,
· It contains at least one CORESET/CSS.
· It can be used both during and after initial access.
· However, if it contains the entire CORESET#0, the RedCap UE shall use the CORESET#0-defined initial DL BWP during initial access.
High Priority Proposal 3.2-5b:
· Send an LS to RAN2 and RAN4 to ask about the feasibility of using NCD-SSB instead of CD-SSB for idle/inactive/connected mode procedures for a Rel-17 RedCap UE operating with an initial or non-initial DL BWP not containing CD-SSB.
· Prepare clear questions via email discussion until Monday 18th October.
· Indicate in the LS that a response is needed before RAN1#107-e.
High Priority Proposal 3.2-5e:

Agreement

· Send an LS to RAN2 and RAN4 to ask about the feasibility of using NCD-SSB instead of CD-SSB for idle/inactive/connected mode procedures for serving and non-serving cells for a Rel-17 RedCap UE operating with an initial or non-initial DL BWP not containing CD-SSB.

· Draft the LS until Tuesday 19th October.

· Indicate in the LS that a response is needed before RAN1#107-e.
· Indicate in the LS both option 1 and option 2
Take Option 2 as working assumption, to be revisited based on the reply from RAN2/4
If Opotion 2 can not be confirmed based on RAN2/4 response on the LS, Option 1 will be taken working assmption. 
Take Option 1 as working assumption, it will be confirmed if  
If Opotion 1 can not be confirmed based on RAN2/4 response on the LS, Option 2 will be taken working assmption. 

optional UE behavior as working assumption, which will be revisited based on the reply from RAN2/4.
· For FR1, following options:

· Option 1:

· For a separate initial DL BWP (if it does not include CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0),

· RedCap UE does NOT expect it to contain SSB/CORESET#0/SIB.

· For an RRC-configured active DL BWP (if it does not include CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0),

· RedCap UE does NOT expect it to contain SSB/CORESET#0/SIB.

· Option 2:

· For a separate initial DL BWP (if it does not include CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0),

· If it is configured for random access while not for paging in idle/inactive mode, RedCap UE does NOT expect it to contain SSB/CORESET#0/SIB.

· FFS: For BWP#0 configuration option 1, whether the UE can expect SSB transmission in the separate initial DL BWP when it is used in connected mode.

· If it is configured for paging, RedCap UE expects it to contain NCD-SSB for serving cell but not CORESET#0/SIB.

· For an RRC-configured active DL BWP in connected mode (if it does not include CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0),

· RedCap UE expects it to contain NCD-SSB for serving cell [FFS: or CSI-RS or measurement gap configuration] but not CORESET#0/SIB.

· Note: if a separate initial/RRC configured DL BWP is configured to contain the entire CORESET#0, CD-SSB is expected by RedCap UE.

· Note: The network may choose to configure SSB or MIB-configured CORESET#0 or SIB1 to be within the respective DL BWP.

· FFS: For Option 1 and Option 2, whether RedCap UE can/cannot expect SSB under certain other conditions, e.g., for SSB monitoring periodicity (i.e., SMTC configuration) and DRX cycle

· FFS: Whether additional mechanism for SI update or how SI update notifications and/or SI updates are signaled to RedCap UEs

· FFS: FR2 case
· Send an LS to RAN2 and RAN4 to ask about the feasibility of using NCD-SSB instead of CD-SSB for idle/inactive/connected mode procedures for serving and non-serving cells for a Rel-17 RedCap UE operating with an initial or non-initial DL BWP not containing CD-SSB.

· Draft the LS until Tuesday 19th October.

· Indicate in the LS that a response is needed before RAN1#107-e.

The criteria for revisiting the working assumption are based on, e.g., whether the potential required additional efforts from RAN2/4 can be finished within Rel-17.

· For TDD, center frequencies are assumed to be the same for the initial DL and UL BWPs used during random access for RedCap UEs.

· FFS: For Option 1 and Option 2, whether the case that the center frequencies are different is also supported, and whether RedCap UE can expect CD-SSB and CORESET#0 in this case
· For TDD, center frequencies are assumed to be the same non-initial DL and UL BWPs with the same BWP id for a RedCap UE.

· If a separate SIB-configured initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs is configured,

· It contains at least one CORESET and at least one CSS.

· It can be used both during and after initial access.
· However, if it contains the entire CORESET#0, the RedCap UE shall use the bandwidth and location of the CORESET#0-defined initial DL BWP during initial access.
Agreement
· FFS: What specification changes (if any) are needed to support that the network can enable/disable intra-slot PUCCH frequency hopping (FH) within the separate initial UL BWP in the PUCCH resource for HARQ feedback for Msg4/MsgB for RedCap
· FFS: Whether any specification changes are needed and desired in order to support multiplexing of non-FH and FH PUCCH transmissions in PUCCH resources.
High Priority Proposal 3.2-6d: 
Agree draft LS to RAN2/RAN4 in R1-2110599
Agreement

With below revision, draft R1-2110599 is endorsed in principle
1) [RAN2/4] whether it is feasible for a RedCap UE to retune to a CD-SSB rather than use an NCD-SSB of larger periodicity
2) Remove the blue part of questions
3) [RAN2/4] if neither NCD-SSB nor CD-SSB is not transmitted in the initial/non-initial DL BWP of RedCap UE, whether it is feasible to transmit periodic CSI-RS for UE to use as an alternative of SSB in the initial/non-initial BWP of RedCap UE or rely on UE performing RF retuning as in measurement gap outside active BWP for BWP without SSB nor CORESET#0 operation, for idle/inactive/connected mode
Final LS R1-2110600 is endorsed
Agreement
For FR1,

· For TDD, center frequencies are assumed to be the same for the initial DL (FFS: if it does not include CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0) and UL BWPs used during random access for RedCap UEs.

· FFS: For Option 1 and Option 2, whether the case that the center frequencies are different is also supported, and whether RedCap UE can expect CD-SSB and CORESET#0 in this case

· For TDD, center frequencies are assumed to be the same for non-initial DL and UL BWPs with the same BWP id for a RedCap UE.
R1-2110600 
LS on use of NCD-SSB instead of CD-SSB for RedCap UE                                       RAN1, Ericsson

R1-2110385      
RAN1 agreements for Rel-17 NR RedCap [106bis-e-NR-R17-RedCap-01]
Rapporteur (Ericsson)
R1-2110381
FL summary #5 on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Moderator (Ericsson)
R1-2110380
FL summary #4 on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Moderator (Ericsson)
R1-2110379
FL summary #3 on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Moderator (Ericsson)
R1-2110378
FL summary #2 on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Moderator (Ericsson)
R1-2110377
FL summary #1 on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Moderator (Ericsson)
R1-2108753
Reduced maximum UE bandwidth
Huawei, HiSilicon

R1-2108802
Further discussion on Bandwidth Reduction for RedCap UEs
FUTUREWEI

R1-2108820
Reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Ericsson

R1-2108913
Discussion on aspects related to reduced maximum UE bandwidth
Spreadtrum Communications

R1-2108981
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth
vivo, Guangdong Genius

R1-2109082
Discussion on reduced UE bandwidth
OPPO

R1-2109230
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth
CATT

R1-2109287
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth
CMCC

R1-2109310
Bandwidth Reduction for Reduced Capability Devices
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

R1-2109326
Reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Lenovo, Motorola Mobility

R1-2109332
Bandwidth reduction for reduced capability NR devices
ZTE, Sanechips

R1-2109417
Discussion on the remaining issues of reduced UE bandwidth for RedCap
Xiaomi

R1-2109496
UE complexity reduction
Samsung

R1-2109573
On reduced maximum bandwidth for RedCap UEs
MediaTek Inc.

R1-2109617
Support of reduced max UE BW for RedCap
Intel Corporation

R1-2109685
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
NTT DOCOMO, INC.

R1-2109759
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
NEC

R1-2109796
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Sony

R1-2109841
Aspects related to reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Panasonic Corporation

R1-2109948
Discussion on reduced maximum bandwidth for RedCap UEs
InterDigital, Inc.

R1-2109975
Aspects related to the reduced maximum UE bandwidth of RedCap
LG Electronics

R1-2109996
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth
Sharp

R1-2110040
Reduced maximum UE bandwidth for Redcap
Apple

R1-2110105
Discussion on aspects related to reduced maximum UE bandwidth
ASUSTeK

R1-2110193
BW Reduction for RedCap UE
Qualcomm Incorporated

R1-2110279
On aspects related to reduced maximum UE BW
Nordic Semiconductor ASA

R1-2110314
Reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
DENSO CORPORATION

8.6.1.2 Aspects related to duplex operation

[106bis-e-NR-R17-RedCap-02] Email discussion regarding aspects related to duplex operation – Chao (Qualcomm)
· 1st check point: October 14
· Final check point: October 19

Agreement

For Case 1, the existing timeline in Rel-15/16 NR for operation on a single carrier /single cell in unpaired spectrum is reused for HD-FDD
Possible Agreement

Replace the WA with the following modification:

· For HD-FDD switching time, reuse existing switching times for UE not capable of full duplex in TS 38.211, Table 4.3.2-3.

· FFS: whether to define the guard times in symbol units
· FFS: the switching positions
· For HD-FDD, no additional UE behaviour for switching position determination is specified as compared to the existing specification

· Note: RAN1 understands there is at least one symbol gap between DL and UL when HD-FDD UE switches from DL reception to UL transmission
Agreement
· For HD-FDD switching time, reuse existing switching times for UE not capable of full duplex in TS 38.211, Table 4.3.2-3.

Note: With this agreement, no need to confirm below Working Assumption(From RAN1#104e)
Working Assumption (FromRAN1#104e )
· For HD-FDD switching time, reuse existing switching times for UE not capable of full duplex in TS 38.211, Table 4.3.2-3.

· FFS: whether to define the guard times in symbol units
· FFS: the switching positions
Conclusion:

· No consensus on defining a guard time in symbol units for HD-FDD Type A operation in Rel-17

 

Agreement
Revise the RAN1#104bis-e agreement for Case 3 as the following
· For Case 3, semi-statically configured DL reception vs. semi-statically configured UL transmission

· A HD-FDD UE does not expect to receive both dedicated higher layer parameters configuring transmission from the UE in the set of symbols of the slot and dedicated higher layer parameters configuring reception in the set of symbols of the slot

· A HD-FDD UE does not expect to receive both dedicated higher layer parameters configuring transmission from the UE in the set of symbols of the slot and cell specific higher layer parameters configuring reception in the set of symbols of the slot

· Cell-specifically configured DL reception refers to PDCCH in Type-0/0A/1/2 CSS set

· A HD-FDD UE does not expect to receive both cell specific higher layer parameters configuring transmission from the UE in the set of symbols of the slot and dedicated higher layer parameters configuring reception in the set of symbols of the slot
· FFS on cell-specifically configured DL reception vs. cell-specifically configured UL transmission
· FFS: whether or not there are conditions that need to be considered

 

Agreement
· For Type-A HD-FDD, no additional UE behaviour for UL/DL collision handling based on a priority indicator is specified as compared to the existing specification

 Agreement

· Whether or not to account for the Tx/Rx switching time before and after the set of SSB symbols can be further discussed under Case 9
Agreement
· For Case 8 of valid RO overlapping with dynamically scheduled DL reception, leave it to UE implementation whether to receive the dynamically scheduled DL or transmit PRACH
Agreement
· The same validation rules of MsgA PUSCH occasions and RO/Preamble-to-PRU mapping rules for FDD can be reused for HD-FD
FL2 High Priority Proposal 5.1-1:
·         For Case 5 of dynamically scheduled UL transmission vs. SSB, decision on one or both of the following options during GTW session:
o    Option 1: Dynamically scheduled UL transmission is prioritized over SSB
o    Option 2: Reuse the existing collision handling principles of Rel-15/16 for NR TDD that SSB is prioritized over dynamically scheduled UL transmission
 
FL5 High Priority Proposal 7-1: Confirm the working assumption with the following modifications:
· For HD-FDD, reuse the same principle as Rel-15/16 UE not capable of full-duplex communication
· A HD-FDD UE is not expected to transmit in the uplink earlier than [NRX-TX Tc] after the end of the last received downlink symbol in the same cell
· A HD-FDD UE is not expected to receive in the downlink earlier than [NTX-RX Tc] after the end of the last transmitted uplink symbol in the same cell
· FFS NTX-RX and NRX-TX NRX-TX Tc and NTX-RX Tc are the same as the transition time for FR1 in Table 4.3.2-3, TS 38.211 for a UE not capable of full-duplex communication
· FFS: how it jointly works with the agreement for other collision cases
· The “back-to-back” non-overlapping UL/DL without sufficient gap between RRC cell-specificconfigured UL and DL may happen, i.e., are allowed for HD-FDD UEs.
· RRC configured DL/UL includes at least cell specific higher layer parameters configured DL/UL
· Discuss further whether to specify a clear UE behavior, or leave it to UE implementation to ensure that the switching time is satisfied
· Note: This does not mean a HD-FDD UE is required to support the back-to-back UL/DL switching without sufficient gap
· FFS on whether to extend to cover also RRC configured DL/UL
Agreement 
· For HD-FDD, reuse the same principle as Rel-15/16 UE not capable of full-duplex communication
· A HD-FDD UE is not expected to transmit in the uplink earlier than NRX-TX Tc after the end of the last received downlink symbol in the same cell
· A HD-FDD UE is not expected to receive in the downlink earlier than NTX-RX Tc after the end of the last transmitted uplink symbol in the same cell
· NRX-TX Tc and NTX-RX Tc are the same as the transition time for FR1 in Table 4.3.2-3, TS 38.211 for a UE not capable of full-duplex communication
· FFS: how it jointly works with the agreement for other collision cases
· (Working Assumption) The “back-to-back” non-overlapping UL/DL without sufficient gap between RRC configured UL and DL may happen, i.e., are allowed for HD-FDD UEs.
· RRC configured DL/UL includes at least cell specific higher layer parameters configured DL/UL
· Discuss further whether to specify a clear UE behavior, or leave it to UE implementation to ensure that the switching time is satisfied
· Note: This does not mean a HD-FDD UE is required to support the back-to-back UL/DL switching without sufficient gap
R1-2110610
FL summary #5 on duplex operation for RedCap
Moderator (Qualcomm Inc.)
R1-2110554
FL summary #4 on duplex operation for RedCap
Moderator (Qualcomm Inc.)
R1-2110433 
FL summary #3 on duplex operation for RedCap
Moderator (Qualcomm Inc.)
R1-2110432 
FL summary #2 on duplex operation for RedCap
Moderator (Qualcomm Inc.)
R1-2110431
FL summary #1 on duplex operation for RedCap
Moderator (Qualcomm Inc.)
R1-2108754
Duplex operation for RedCap
Huawei, HiSilicon

R1-2108821
Duplex operation for RedCap
Ericsson

R1-2108914
Discussion on duplex operation for RedCap
Spreadtrum Communications

R1-2108982
Discussion on RedCap half-duplex operation
vivo, Guangdong Genius

R1-2109083
On half-duplex operation
OPPO

R1-2109231
Discussion on HD-FDD operation
CATT

R1-2109253
Discussion on duplex operation for RedCap
China Telecom

R1-2109288
Discussion on collision handling of HD-FDD operation
CMCC

R1-2109311
Half-Duplex Operation for Reduced Capability Devices
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

R1-2109333
HD-FDD for reduced capability NR devices
ZTE, Sanechips

R1-2109418
Discussion on the remaining issues of HD-FDD for RedCap
Xiaomi

R1-2109451
Discussion on aspects related to duplex operation
Potevio Company Limited

R1-2109497
HD-FDD Operation for RedCap UEs
Samsung

R1-2109574
On half duplex operation for RedCap UEs
MediaTek Inc.

R1-2109618
Support of HD-FDD for RedCap
Intel Corporation

R1-2109686
Discussion on duplex operation for RedCap
NTT DOCOMO, INC.

R1-2109842
Aspects related to duplex operation for RedCap
Panasonic Corporation

R1-2109949
Duplex operation for RedCap UEs
InterDigital, Inc.

R1-2109976
Aspects related to the duplex operation of RedCap
LG Electronics

R1-2109997
Discussion on duplex operation for redcap UEs
Sharp

R1-2110041
Duplex Operation for Redcap
Apple

R1-2110108
Discussion on aspects related to duplex operation
ASUSTeK 

R1-2110194
Type-A HD-FDD Operation for RedCap UE
Qualcomm Incorporated

R1-2110281
On aspects related to duplex operation
Nordic Semiconductor ASA

R1-2110325
Discussion on duplex operation for RedCap UE
WILUS Inc.

8.6.1.3 Other aspects

Including maximum number of DL MIMO layers, relaxed maximum modulation order, and reduced number of RX branches.

NR_REDCAP – L2 buffer size (From AI 5)

R1-2108713
LS to RAN1 on L2 buffer size reduction
RAN2, Intel, Spreadtrum

Response LS needed. To be handled under agenda item 8.6.1.3 in [106bis-e-NR-R17-RedCap-03].

/This one is to use NWM – please use RAN1-106bis-e-NWM-NR-R17-RedCap-03 as the document name
[106bis-e-NR-R17-RedCap-03] Email discussion regarding other aspects of UE complexity reduction – Debdeep (Intel)
· 1st check point: October 14
· Final check point: October 19

Agreement
· For reduction in L2 buffer size requirements via peak rate scaling factors for Rel-17 RedCap
· Send a response LS to RAN2 with the following:

· RAN1 discussed various options for use of peak rate scaling factor as potential means of L2 buffer size reduction for Rel-17 RedCap but has not arrived at a consensus on whether and how to pursue L2 buffer size reduction as a cost/complexity reduction feature till RAN1#106b-e.

· RAN1 does not intend to continue discussions on the issue unless further indication is received from RAN2.

· In addition to the options of maintaining Rel-15 specifications (no spec change) or defining that peak rate scaling factors are not applicable for Rel-17 RedCap UEs (i.e., scaling factor = 1), RAN1 also discussed the following options towards optimizing peak rate scaling factor for RedCap for L2 buffer size reduction:

· Relaxing the product of max number of layers, max modulation order, and scaling factor to < 4, and/or

· Reducing the scaling factor to < 0.4

· While it was observed that Rel-15 specifications with the same scaling factors and constraints may still be available for RedCap UEs (no spec changes), RAN1 could not converge on whether the cost/complexity benefits are sufficient to justify the above options for optimization of peak rate scaling factor for RedCap changes for L2 buffer size reduction. 

· It was noted the proponent companies for optimizing peak rate scaling factor for RedCap towards L2 buffer size reduction could agree to relaxing the product to be smaller value (4->[1.5]) while keeping the existing scaling factor unchanged for Rel-17 RedCap.
· It was also noted by multiple companies in RAN1 that more effective UE cost/complexity reduction features with the same performance impact were discussed and not pursued by RAN1 during the SI phase. Thus, such companies consider L2 buffer size reduction via peak rate scaling factor optimization as out-of-scope for the current WI.
LS R1-2110638 is endorsed

R1-2110638
Reply LS on L2 buffer size reduction
RAN1, Intel

R1-2110639
FL summary #6 on other aspects of UE complexity reduction for RedCap
Moderator (Intel)
R1-2110591 
FL summary #5 on other aspects of UE complexity reduction for RedCap
Moderator (Intel Corporation)
R1-2110574
FL summary #4 on other aspects of UE complexity reduction for RedCap
Moderator (Intel Corporation)
R1-2110535
FL summary #3 on other aspects of UE complexity reduction for RedCap
Moderator (Intel Corporation)
R1-2110501
FL summary #2 on other aspects of UE complexity reduction for RedCap
Moderator (Intel Corporation)
R1-2110444
FL summary #1 on other aspects of UE complexity reduction for RedCap
Moderator (Intel Corporation)
R1-2108822
Other UE complexity reduction aspects for RedCap
Ericsson

R1-2109232
Discussion on other aspects related to complexity reduction
CATT

R1-2109289
Discussion on potential modification  of existing DCI formats
CMCC

R1-2109334
Discussion on other issues for RedCap
ZTE, Sanechips

R1-2109419
Discussion on the DCI format for RedCap
Xiaomi

R1-2109432
Other UE Complexity Reduction Aspects
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

R1-2109498
Other aspects for complexity reduction for RedCap UEs
Samsung

R1-2109619
Other aspects on UE complexity reduction for RedCap
Intel Corporation

R1-2109728
Discussion on L2 buffer size reduction
Sierra Wireless. S.A.

R1-2109751
Other complexity reduction aspects for RedCap UEs
Huawei, HiSilicon

R1-2109760
Discussion on UE Capability of DL MIMO and Rx branches for RedCap
NEC

R1-2109837
Discussion on L2 buffer size reduction for RedCap
Spreadtrum Communications, CAICT, CATT, CEPRI, China Unicom

R1-2109853
Other aspects on UE complexity reduction for RedCap
Panasonic Corporation

R1-2109977
Other aspects related to UE complexity reduction of RedCap
LG Electronics

R1-2110042
Discussion on L2 buffer size reduction for Redcap
Apple

R1-2110195
Other Aspects of UE Complexity Reduction
Qualcomm Incorporated

R1-2110280
On other aspects related to RedCap UE
Nordic Semiconductor ASA
8.6.2 RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap

Including RAN2-led aspects related to one RedCap UE type, enabling RedCap UEs to be explicitly identifiable to networks, and a system information indication to indicate whether a RedCap UE can camp on the cell/frequency or not.

[106bis-e-NR-R17-RedCap-04] Email discussion regarding RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features (except those related to UE features which will be handled under 8.17.6) – Hong (Apple)
· 1st check point: October 14
· Final check point: October 19
Possible Agreement:

· For 2-step RACH, support the early indication of RedCap UEs at least in MsgA PRACH.
· The early indication in MsgA PRACH can be configured to be enabled/disabled via SIB
· From RAN1 perspective, the following methods can be used for early indication both for shared initial UL BWP and separate initial UL BWP (if supported)

· separate MsgA PRACH resource

· MsgA PRACH preamble partitioning

Note: It is up to RAN2 regarding whether/how to support early indication of RedCap UEs in MsgA PUSCH in Rel-17
Conclusion
It is up to RAN2 for PRACH preamble partitioning for Msg1-based early indication
 FL2 High Priority Proposal 1-2:
· Alt.1: For 2-step RACH, support the early indication of RedCap UEs at least in MsgA PRACH.
· The early indication in MsgA PRACH can be configured to be enabled/disabled via SIB
· From RAN1 perspective, the following methods can be used for early indication both for shared initial UL BWP and separate initial UL BWP(if supported)
· separate MsgA PRACH resource
· MsgA PRACH preamble partitioning
· Alt.2: Early indication of RedCap UEs in MsgA PRACH is NOT supported.
· Whether/how to support early indication of RedCap UEs in MsgA PUSCH in Rel-17 is up to RAN2.
FL2 High Priority Proposal 5-1:
-        Alt.2: Leave ‘Redcap Device Type’ definition to UE features of Redcap AI.
§  Note that: UE features that are defined as part of ‘Basic feature group’ for Redcap are included in the ‘Redcap Device Type’ definition.
R1-2109688
FL summary #1 on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
Moderator (Apple)
R1-2110451 
FL summary #2 on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
Moderator (Apple)
R1-2108755
RAN1 aspects of RedCap UE type and identification
Huawei, HiSilicon

R1-2108803
Discussion on the Capabilities of RedCap UEs
FUTUREWEI

R1-2108823
RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
Ericsson

R1-2108915
Discussion on early indication for Redcap UE
Spreadtrum Communications

R1-2108983
Higher layer support for RedCap
vivo, Guangdong Genius

R1-2109084
Mechanism in higher&PHY layer for Reduced Capability NR Devices
OPPO

R1-2109179
RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
China Unicom

R1-2109233
Discussion on higher layer support of RedCap
CATT

R1-2109254
Discussion on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
China Telecom

R1-2109290
Discussion on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
CMCC

R1-2109312
Higher layer support of Reduced Capability NR Devices
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

R1-2109327
RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
Lenovo, Motorola Mobility

R1-2109335
Higher layer support of Reduced Capability NR devices
ZTE, Sanechips

R1-2109420
Discussion on the remaining issues of higher layer related topics for RedCap
Xiaomi

R1-2109499
RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
Samsung

R1-2109620
On RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led objectives for RedCap
Intel Corporation

R1-2109687
Discussion on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
NTT DOCOMO, INC.

R1-2109688
FL summary #1 on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap (Withdrawn and re-allocated to Moderator (Apple))
Moderator (NTT DOCOMO, INC.)

R1-2109726
Design consideration for Higher layer support of RedCap
Sierra Wireless. S.A.

R1-2109740
[Draft] Reply LS on capability related RAN2 agreements for RedCap
MediaTek Inc.

R1-2109761
Discussion on RedCap Type definition
NEC

R1-2109854
RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
Panasonic Corporation

R1-2109950
Remaining RAN1 aspects of RAN2-led RedCap features
InterDigital, Inc.

R1-2109978
RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
LG Electronics

R1-2109998
RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
Sharp

R1-2110196
Cross-Layer Design Considerations for RedCap Device
Qualcomm Incorporated

R1-2110282
On RAN1 aspects of RAN2-led RedCap features
Nordic Semiconductor ASA

R1-2110326
Discussion on higher layer support of Redcap UE
WILUS Inc.
8.6.3 Others

R1-2108824
UE cost reduction estimates for RedCap
Ericsson

R1-2108984
Discussion on L1 reduced capability signaling
vivo, Guangdong Genius

R1-2109234
Views on remaining issues of RedCap
CATT

R1-2109291
Discussion other aspects of RedCap UE
CMCC

R1-2109313
Discussion on RedCap UE capabilities
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

R1-2109328
2-step RACH for RedCap
Lenovo, Motorola Mobility

R1-2109336
Consideration on PRACH resource configuration for RedCap and CovEnh
ZTE, Sanechips

R1-2109421
Discussion on the transmission of system information for RedCap
Xiaomi

R1-2109752
On RedCap UE RF retuning
Huawei, HiSilicon

R1-2109951
Considerations for RedCap initial BWP
InterDigital, Inc.

R1-2109979
Discussion on other aspects of RedCap
LG Electronics

