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1 Introduction
In RAN#114bis Xiamen, there were some remaining issues to be discussed, as detailed in the FLS [2] and the chairman’s notes [1]:
	Agreement
For which (if any) of the following 2-step RACH cases, continue to discuss if there is a need to update the specifications to reflect the RAN1 agreement that RAR PDSCH timeline relaxation does not apply to FG 48-2 UEs for CFRA:
· Case 2a: Between reception of fallbackRAR and transmission of Msg3
· Case 2b: Between reception of successRAR and transmission of corresponding HARQ-ACK
· Case 2c: Between reception of MsgB PDSCH scheduled by MSGB-RNTI in which UE does not correctly receive the transport block in the corresponding PDSCH within the window and transmission of only PRACH according to Type-1 random access procedure or to transmit both PRACH and PUSCH according to Type-2 random access procedure.
· Case 2d: Between reception of MsgB PDSCH scheduled by MSGB-RNTI with RAPID which is not associated with the corresponding PRACH transmission from the UE and transmission of only PRACH according to Type-1 random access procedure or to transmit both PRACH and PUSCH according to Type-2 random access procedure.

Agreement
Continue to discuss whether and how to update the specification regarding the following aspect:
· simultaneous MBS broadcast/multicast and unicast when the total number of PRBs exceeds the maximum number of PRBs that the UE can receive or process per slot (if this is a valid case)



This document discusses the above issues.
2 Discussion 
2.1 2-step RACH: RAR PDSCH timeline relaxation for CFRA
Note: this issue relates to proposal 2.1-3d in [1]
The following was agreed in RAN1#114bis on timeline relaxation for FG48-2 UEs:
	Agreement
· The following does not apply to FG 48-2 UEs for CFRA:
· RAR PDSCH timeline relaxation 



In RAN1#114bis, it was agreed that there should be further discussion on which of the following cases need specification update in light of the above agreement.
	For which (if any) of the following 2-step RACH cases, continue to discuss if there is a need to update the specifications to reflect the RAN1 agreement that RAR PDSCH timeline relaxation does not apply to FG 48-2 UEs for CFRA:

· Case 2a: Between reception of fallbackRAR and transmission of Msg3
· Case 2b: Between reception of successRAR and transmission of corresponding HARQ-ACK
· Case 2c: Between reception of MsgB PDSCH scheduled by MSGB-RNTI in which UE does not correctly receive the transport block in the corresponding PDSCH within the window and transmission of only PRACH according to Type-1 random access procedure or to transmit both PRACH and PUSCH according to Type-2 random access procedure.
· Case 2d: Between reception of MsgB PDSCH scheduled by MSGB-RNTI with RAPID which is not associated with the corresponding PRACH transmission from the UE and transmission of only PRACH according to Type-1 random access procedure or to transmit both PRACH and PUSCH according to Type-2 random access procedure.



Our analysis on the need for timeline relaxation is captured in the table below:
	Case
	Is timeline relaxation applicable for FG48-2 UEs?

	2a
	No.
The initial 2-step RACH was CFRA. The gNB knew which MsgA resources were assigned to the FG48-2 UE. The gNB received the PRACH preamble part of the MsgA and knew that that UE was associated with the FG48-2 UE. The gNB knows that the fallback RAR is associated with the FG48-2 UE and can schedule the Msg3 PUSCH knowing that the FG48-2 UE does not need timeline relaxation.
In this case, the fallback RAR procedure can be considered to be CFRA.

	2b
	No.
The gNB knows that it is responding to an FG48-2 UE and knows that timing relaxation will not be applied.

	2c
	No.
The re-transmitted PRACH will use the CFRA PRACH resource and the upon reception of such a PRACH, the gNB will know that the FG48-2 UE does not need timeline relaxation.

	2d
	No.
As for 2c.



Proposal 1: It is not necessary to apply timeline relaxation for cases 2a-2d for an FG48-2 UE for CFRA.

2.2 Simultaneous reception of MBS broadcast / multicast PDSCH and unicast PDSCH
Note: this issue relates to proposal 2.5-1d in [1]
The following was agreed in RAN1#114bis regarding simultaneous reception of MBS broadcast / multicast PDSCH and unicast PDSCH:
	Agreement:
· An eRedCap UE with bandwidth reduction, depending on indicated UE capability, the UE can decode a PDSCH for MBS multicast and a PDSCH for unicast with the two PDSCH partially or fully overlapping in time in non-overlapping PRBs, if the total number of PRBs does not exceed the maximum number of PRBs that the UE can receive or process per slot.

Agreement:
· Continue to discuss whether and how to update the specification regarding the following aspect:
· simultaneous MBS broadcast/multicast and unicast when the total number of PRBs exceeds the maximum number of PRBs that the UE can receive or process per slot (if this is a valid case)




A reduced bandwidth redcap UE cannot decode a total number of PRBs that exceeds the maximum number of PRBs that the UE can receive or process per slot, based on the very nature of the reduced bandwidth redcap UE (which we will term an “FG48-1 UE” in this section, although that is not precise terminology). There should hence be a prioritization rule for the FG48-1 UE between decoding the MBS broadcast / multicast PDSCH and the unicast PDSCH when the total bandwidth exceeds 5MHz. Should MBS broadcast / multicast PDSCH or unicast PDSCH reception be prioritized by the UE?
A gNB knows the capability of the UE when it schedules the UE. It would be a waste of resource (or “scheduling error”) if the gNB scheduled the FG48-1 UE with unicast PDSCH resource knowing that the UE would decode the MBS broadcast / multicast PDSCH instead. If there were a potential collision between MBS broadcast / multicast PDSCH and unicast PDSCH and the unicast PDSCH were delay tolerant, the gNB could always delay scheduling of the unicast PDSCH in order to avoid the clash. If the unicast PDSCH were delay critical, the gNB would presumably want to prioritise the delay critical unicast PDSCH over the broadcast / multicast PDSCH. It seems that if the gNB scheduled a unicast PDSCH and MBS broadcast / multicast PDSCH simultaneously, the gNB would have done that for a reason: to prioritise the unicast PDSCH. In this case, the unicast PDSCH should be prioritized over the MBS broadcast / multicast PDSCH.
Proposal 2: An eRedCap UE with bandwidth reduction prioritises unicast PDSCH reception and processing when MBS broadcast/multicast and unicast PDSCH are scheduled simultaneously and the total number of PRBs exceeds the maximum number of PRBs that the UE can receive or process per slot.
3 Conclusion 
This document has considered maintenance issues related to eRedCap. The following proposals are made:
relating to proposal 2.1-3d in [1]:
Proposal 1: It is not necessary to apply timeline relaxation for cases 2a-2d for an FG48-2 UE for CFRA.
Relating to proposal 2.5-1d in [1]
Proposal 2: An eRedCap UE with bandwidth reduction prioritises unicast PDSCH reception and processing when MBS broadcast/multicast and unicast PDSCH are scheduled simultaneously and the total number of PRBs exceeds the maximum number of PRBs that the UE can receive or process per slot.
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