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1 Introduction
In the RAN1 #108 e-meeting, the following was agreed for HD-FDD Operation of Redcap UEs [1]:  
	Working assumption:
· For Case 5 of SSB overlapping with Msg3 (re)transmission or PUCCH for Msg4/MsgB, reuse the same handling as for other dynamically scheduled UL transmission and prioritize the SSB
· Note: Whether the above collision rule is reused for Msg3 PUSCH repetition is up to the agreement in the CE WI
Conclusion:
· For collision handling, HD-FDD RedCap UEs do not support [partialCancellation] in Rel-17
· Note: No specification impact is expected



Furthermore, several TPs were agreed for various remaining issues in RAN1 108e meeting [1], including handling ‘“back-to-back” non-overlapping UL/DL without sufficient gap’, support of partial uplink cancelation for Redcap, available slots for PUCCH repetition etc.  

In this contribution, we discuss the leftover open issues on support of Redcap devices according to the RAN1 108-e agreements.  


2. Discussions
For HD-FDD operation of Redcap UEs, three SSB-related collision handling cases were discussed under Case 5 as follows: 
· Case 5-1: SSB vs. configured UL 
· Case 5-2: SSB vs. dynamic scheduled UL (except Msg3 and HARQ-ACK for Msg4)
· Case 5-3: SSB vs. Msg3 and HARQ-ACK for Msg4

For collision case 5-1/5-2, prioritizing SSB was agreed. The motivation is to avoid imposing any restriction on SSB-based RRM/RLM measurement at the UE side, e.g., using separate hardware for SSB-based RLM without need of checking the presence of dynamic UL grant.

In the past meetings, there were heated debating regarding how to define the collision handling rule for Case 5-3. Two options were identified, one is to prioritize Msg3 or PUCCH in response to Msg4/MsgB and the other is to prioritize SSB as Case 5-1/5-2. Main concern raised on prioritizing SSB is potential latency increase of RACH procedure since HD-FDD vs. FD-FDD UE is not identifiable by network when a UE initiates RACH access procedure and therefore a gNB has to avoid scheduling Msg3 or PUCCH in response to Msg4/MsgB overlapping with SSB. However, the latency degradation should not be overestimated and not a strong concern for RACH procedure. In addition, even without knowledge of HD-FDD or FD-FDD, nothing prevents gNB to schedule Msg3 or PUCCH for Msg4 as in legacy such that the latency performance would not be suffered for FD-FDD UE. The latency maybe increased for HD-FDD, which is doable considering the potential benefit in implementation flexibility. In addition, a unified solution can be achieved if SSB is prioritized for Case 5-3, which is always preferrable to simplify implements and minimize standard efforts/spec impacts. 

We therefore propose the following:   
Proposal 1: Confirm the following working assumption:  
· For Case 5 of SSB overlapping with Msg3 (re)transmission or PUCCH for Msg4/MsgB, reuse the same handling as for other dynamically scheduled UL transmission and prioritize the SSB


3. Conclusion 
In this contribution, we have presented our views on leftover open issues on support of Redcap devices. Based on the discussions, we proposed the following: 
Proposal 1: Confirm the following working assumption:  
· For Case 5 of SSB overlapping with Msg3 (re)transmission or PUCCH for Msg4/MsgB, reuse the same handling as for other dynamically scheduled UL transmission and prioritize the SSB
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