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1	Introduction
In this contribution, we discuss the issue MBS redcap CFR which was introduced in TEI18. 
2	Discussion
[bookmark: OLE_LINK7][bookmark: OLE_LINK8]For MBS redcap CFR introduced in TEI18, it was agreed Network shall ensure that the UE doesn’t receive DCIs targeting different CFR for same GRNTI in RAN2#122 meeting. The agreement is as below,
	R2-2304779	Open Issues on RedCap CFR for MBS Broadcast	CATT, CBN	discussion	Rel-18	TEI18
-	38331 change is in FD in the QC proposal. 
-	38300 change: intentions seems compatible with QC CR. Not clear whether these clarifications are needed or are correctly phrased. There is some support and some requests to check. 
Network shall ensure that the UE doesn’t receive DCIs targeting different CFR for same GRNTI.


The agreement above is supposed to be captured in TS 38.300 but it was not. Without this change in the spec 38.300, it will cause wrong handling at UE side if network does not schedule as the agreement requires, as mentioned in [2].
	Allowing overlapping may be beneficial for resource efficiency (e.g. transmission in overlapping area can be received by both normal UEs and redcap UEs).However, There are scheduling issues if overlapping is allowed, more specifically, the issues as following,
· Failure to indicate the Frequency domain resource assignment field in the DCI if NW uses separate DCIs to schedule the same PDSCH resource in the overlapping frequency area.
· UE may receive an unexpected DCI if two separate DCIs are scheduled in the overlapping frequency area.
From Network perspective, it should avoid the scheduling issues above. Then, if the network implements in a correct way, UE does not expect to receive two DCIs (i.e. target for normal UE and redcap UE) scheduling the same broadcast service. 


Hence it is suggested to capture the changes in appendix 1 into TS 38.300.
Proposal 1: To capture a missing agreement for redcap CFR, the TP in Annex 1 is adopted.
3	Conclusion
Proposal 1: To capture a missing agreement for redcap CFR, the TP in Appendix 1 is adopted.

2	Annex 1: TP to 38.300

[bookmark: _Toc130939046]16.10.6.6	Physical Layer
A CFR configured by SIB is defined for broadcast scheduling as an 'MBS frequency region' with a number of contiguous PRBs with a bandwidth equal to or larger than CORESET0, with the same numerology as CORESET0, and broadcast scheduling may have specific characteristics (e.g., PDCCH and PDSCH configurations). If a separate CFR is configured for RedCap UEs, UE is not expected to receive two DCIs scrambled with the same g-RNTI;
The maximum number of MIMO layers is one for MBS broadcast scheduling. RB-level rate matching, and RE-level rate matching around LTE-CRS configured by higher layer signalling are supported for MCCH and MTCH. Slot-level repetition is supported for MTCH.
HARQ-ACK feedback is not supported for MBS broadcast.
Only dynamic scheduling is supported for MBS broadcast.
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