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8.6.1 UE complexity reduction 
R1-2108114
Complexity reduction for RedCap UE
GDCNI
8.6.1.1 Aspects related to reduced maximum UE bandwidth
[106-e-NR-R17-RedCap-01] Email discussion regarding aspects related to reduced maximum UE bandwidth – Johan (Ericsson)
· 1st check point: 8/19
· 2nd check point: 8/24
· Final check: 8/27
Agreement 
Replace the RAN1#104bis-e working assumption with the following agreement:
· During initial access, the bandwidth of the initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs is not expected to exceed the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth.
· RedCap UEs and non-RedCap UEs can share the same MIB-configured initial DL BWP (including the bandwidth and location).
· This does not preclude a SIB-configured initial DL BWP for non-RedCap UEs only with a wider bandwidth than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth.
· This does not preclude separate or additional bandwidth and location for initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs (FFS).
 
Agreement
 Confirm the following working assumptions from RAN1#105-e:
· After initial access (i.e., after RRC Setup, RRC Resume, or RRC Reestablishment), for BWP#0 configuration option 1 (as in 38.331, Appendix B2), a RedCap UE is not expected to operate with an initial DL BWP wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth.
· After initial access (i.e., after RRC Setup, RRC Resume, or RRC Reestablishment), for BWP#0 configuration option 2 (as in 38.331, Appendix B2), a RedCap UE is not expected to operate with an initial DL BWP wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth.
 
Agreement
Confirm the following working assumption from RAN1#105-e regarding RACH occasions.
· For enabling/supporting that the RACH occasion (RO) associated with the best SSB falls within the RedCap UE bandwidth, support separate initial UL BWP for RedCap UEs (which is not expected to exceed the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth), and this separate initial UL BWP for RedCap includes ROs for RedCap UEs.
· Note: these ROs can be dedicated for RedCap UEs or shared with non-RedCap UEs.
 
High Priority Proposal 3.1-1a: 
Confirm the following modified version of the working assumption from RAN1#105-e:
· 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: whether/how to avoid or minimize PUSCH resource fragmentation due to PUCCH transmission for the above case
· At least after initial access, support the case when the centre frequency is assumed to be the same for the initial DL and UL BWPs in TDD.
· FFS whether or not to additionally support the case when the centre frequency is different; if so, how to minimize centre frequency retuning
 
High Priority Proposal 3.1-2c:
· In case a separate initial UL BWP is configured for RedCap UEs, it is supported that the network can semi-statically enable/disable intra-slot PUCCH frequency hopping within the separate initial UL BWP for HARQ feedback for Msg4/MsgB for RedCap UEs.
 
High Priority Proposal 2.2-4c:
· If a SIB-configured separate initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs is configured, it may or may does not necessarily contain the entire MIB-configured CORESET #0.
 
High Priority Proposal 3.1-3c:
· At least after initial access, the center frequencies for separate initial UL/DL BWPs for RedCap UEs in TDD are the same, and the separate initial DL BWP does not necessarily contain MIB-configured CORESET #0.
· FFS: during initial access
 
High Priority Proposal 2.2-3c:
· If configuration of a separate initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs (if configured) is supported, it can be used during the initial access.
· The separate initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs includes CORESET and CSS at least for RACH and paging.
High Priority Proposal 2.2-4f:
· If a separate initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs (as per current working assumption) is configured,
· It may or may not contain the entire MIB-configured CORESET #0.
· It can be used at least for RACH random access during the initial access.
· It includes at least CORESET containing a type-1 PDCCH CSS for RedCap for RACH random access during initial access.
· From RAN1 perspective, it can be configured to include CORESET and CSS for paging.
 
Possible Agreement: 
Confirm the following modified version of the working assumption from RAN1#105-e:
· 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: whether/how to avoid or minimize PUSCH resource fragmentation due to PUCCH transmission for the above case
· If a separate initial DL BWP is configured, the centre frequency is assumed to be the same for the separate initial DL BWP and the separate initial UL BWP in TDD.
· If a separate initial DL BWP is not configured, the centre frequency is assumed to be the same for the initial DL BWP and the separate initial UL BWP in TDD.
· FFS whether or not to additionally support the case when the center frequency is different between the separate initial UL BWP and the initial DL BWP, and, if so, how to minimize center frequency retuning
 
Agreement
· 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.
· Working assumption: The frequency hopping is enabled/disabled at least via SIB.
 
High Priority Proposal 2.2-6f:
· For idle/inactive/connected mode in separate initial DL BWP for RedCap in FR1,
· If CSS for Paging is supported and configured in the separate initial DL BWP, SSB is always transmitted in the separate initial DL BWP.
· FFS: suitable SSB periodicity considering impacts in terms of signaling overhead and performance
· If only CSS for RACH random access is configured in the separate initial DL BWP, then SSB transmission in the separate initial DL BWP is configurable by the network.
· FFS: FR2 case
· For connected mode in non-initial DL BWP for a RedCap UE in FR1,
· SSB is always transmitted if required by the UE capabilities.
· FFS: suitable SSB periodicity considering impacts in terms of signaling overhead and performance
· The BWP may or may not contain the entire MIB-configured CORESET#0.
· FFS: FR2 case
High Priority Proposal 2.2-6l:
1. Regarding random access in idle/inactive mode in separate initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs in FR1,
a. If a separate initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs is configured in FR1, it can be is configured for random access, including CORESET/CSS for random access.
b. If the separate initial DL BWP is only configured for random access, then the UE cannot always expect SSB transmission in the separate initial DL BWP.
                                                               i.      Note: The network may or may not configure SSB in this case.
2. Regarding paging in idle/inactive mode in separate initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs in FR1,
a. From RAN1 perspective, if a separate initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs is configured in FR1, it can be configured for paging, including CORESET/CSS for paging.
b. FFS: If the separate initial DL BWP is configured for paging, then the UE [can always / cannot always] expect SSB transmission in the separate initial DL BWP.
                                                               i.      Note: The network may or may not configure SSB in this case.
3. Regarding CORESET#0 and SIB1 in idle/inactive/connected mode for RedCap UEs in FR1,
a. If a separate initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs is configured in FR1, then the UE cannot always expect it to contain MIB-configured CORESET#0 or SIB1.
                                                               i.      Note: The network may or may not configure CORESET#0 or SIB1 to be within the separate initial DL BWP.
b. If an RRC-configured DL BWP is configured in FR1, then the UE cannot always expect it to contain MIB-configured CORESET#0 or SIB1.
                                                               i.      Note: The network may or may not configure CORESET#0 or SIB1 to be within the RRC-configured DL BWP.
4. Regarding connected mode in an RRC-configured active DL BWP for a RedCap UE in FR1,
a. Whether the UE can expect SSB transmission in the UE specific RRC-configured active DL BWP depends on its UE capabilities (e.g., whether it supports FG 6-1a or only FG 6-1).
i. A UE not supporting operation without SSB transmission in the RRC-configured active DL BWP can expect SSB transmission in the RRC-configured active DL BWP
· This is corresponding to mandatory UE feature
ii. A UE optionally supporting operation without SSB transmission in the RRC-configured active DL BWP cannot expect SSB transmission in the RRC-configured active DL BWP 
· This is corresponding to optional UE feature
b. 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
                                                               i.      Note: According to 38.331 Annex B.2, BWP#0 is considered to be an RRC-configured BWP in BWP#0 configuration option 2 but not in BWP#0 configuration option 1.
High Priority Proposal 3.1-1e: Confirm the following modified version of the working assumption from RAN1#105-e:
· 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.
· If a separate initial DL BWP is configured, the centre frequency is assumed to be the same for the separate initial DL BWP and the separate initial UL BWP in TDD.
· If a separate initial DL BWP is not configured, the centre frequency is assumed to be the same for the initial DL BWP and the separate initial UL BWP in TDD.
· FFS whether or not to additionally support the case when the center frequency is different between the separate initial UL BWP and the initial DL BWP, and, if so, how to minimize center frequency retuning
R1-2108497
FL summary #5 on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap                 Moderator (Ericsson)
R1-2108270
FL summary #3 on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Moderator (Ericsson)
R1-2108269
FL summary #3 on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Moderator (Ericsson)

R1-2108267
FL summary #1 on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Moderator (Ericsson)
R1-2106459
Reduced maximum UE bandwidth
Huawei, HiSilicon

R1-2106563
Reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Ericsson

R1-2106601
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth
vivo, Guangdong Genius

R1-2106648
UE Complexity Reduction aspects related to reduced maximum UE bandwidth
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

R1-2106705
Discussion on aspects related to reduced maximum UE bandwidth
Spreadtrum Communications

R1-2106841
Bandwidth reduction for reduced capability NR devices
ZTE, Sanechips

R1-2106894
UE complexity reduction
Samsung

R1-2106977
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth
CATT

R1-2107040
On aspects related to reduced maximum UE BW
Nordic Semiconductor ASA

R1-2107089
Discussion on Bandwidth Reduction for RedCap UEs
FUTUREWEI

R1-2107128
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
China Telecom

R1-2107197
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth
TCL Communication Ltd.

R1-2107249
Discussion on reduced UE bandwidth
OPPO

R1-2107300
Discussion on aspects related to reduced maximum UE bandwidth
NEC

R1-2107351
BW Reduction for RedCap UE
Qualcomm Incorporated

R1-2107408
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth
CMCC

R1-2107448
Aspects related to the reduced maximum UE bandwidth of RedCap
LG Electronics

R1-2107496
On reduced maximum bandwidth for RedCap UEs
MediaTek Inc.

R1-2107596
On reduced BW support for RedCap
Intel Corporation

R1-2107745
Reduced maximum UE bandwidth for Redcap
Apple

R1-2107794
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth
Sharp

R1-2107809
Reduced maximum bandwidth for RedCap UEs
InterDigital, Inc.

R1-2107864
Discussion on reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
NTT DOCOMO, INC.

R1-2107926
Discussion on the remaining issues of reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Xiaomi

R1-2107947
Reduced maximum UE bandwidth for RedCap
Lenovo, Motorola Mobility

R1-2108041
Aspects related to reduced maximum UE bandwidth
Panasonic Corporation

R1-2108060
Discussion on aspects related to reduced maximum UE bandwidth
ASUSTeK
8.6.1.2 Aspects related to reduced number of Rx branches
[106-e-NR-R17-RedCap-02] Email discussion regarding aspects related to reduced number of Rx branches – Hong (Apple)
· 1st check point: 8/19
· 2nd check point: 8/24
· Final check: 8/27

R1-2108351
FL summary #3 for reduced number of Rx branches for RedCap
Moderator (Apple)
R1-2108319
FL summary #2 for reduced number of Rx branches for RedCap
Moderator (Apple)
R1-2107747
FL summary #1 on reduced number of Rx branches for RedCap
Moderator (Apple)
R1-2106460
Reduced number of Rx branches for RedCap
Huawei, HiSilicon

R1-2106564
Reduced number of Rx branches for RedCap
Ericsson

R1-2106602
Discussion on reduced number of Rx branches
vivo, Guangdong Genius

R1-2106649
UE Complexity Reduction aspects related to reduced number of Rx branches
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

R1-2106842
Discussion on reduced number of UE Rx branches
ZTE, Sanechips

R1-2106895
Discussion on reduced number of RX branches for RedCap UEs
Samsung

R1-2106978
Discussion on reduced number of Rx branches
CATT

R1-2107041
On aspects related to reduced number of Rx branches
Nordic Semiconductor ASA

R1-2107250
Discussion on reduced number of UE Rx branches
OPPO

R1-2107352
RX Branch Reduction for RedCap UE
Qualcomm Incorporated

R1-2107409
Discussion on aspects related to reduced number of Rx branches
CMCC

R1-2107449
Aspects related to the reduced number of Rx branches of RedCap
LG Electronics

R1-2107746
On reduced number of Rx branches for Redcap
Apple

R1-2107747
FL summary #1 on reduced number of Rx branches for RedCap
Apple

R1-2107795
Discussion on reduced minimum number of Rx branches
Sharp

R1-2107810
Reduced number of Rx branches for RedCap UEs
InterDigital, Inc.

R1-2107865
Discussion on reduced minimum number of Rx branches for RedCap
NTT DOCOMO, INC.

R1-2107927
Discussion on the remaining issues of reduced Rx for RedCap
Xiaomi

R1-2107948
Remain issues for reduced number or Rx branches for RedCap
Lenovo, Motorola Mobility

R1-2108098
Discussion on reduced number of Rx branches
China Unicom
8.6.1.3 Aspects related to duplex operation
[106-e-NR-R17-RedCap-03] Email discussion regarding aspects related to duplex operation – Chao (Qualcomm)
· 1st check point: 8/19
· 2nd check point: 8/24
· Final check: 8/27

Agreement: 

· For Case 5 of SSB overlaps with in configured UL transmission, re-use the existing collision handling principles of Rel-15/16 for NR TDD that SSB is prioritized over configured UL transmission
· The configured UL transmission includes CG-PUSCH, or SRS
· FFS: Confirm that PUCCH is included 
Agreement
· For Case 5 of SSB overlaps with configured UL transmission, the configured UL transmission includes PUCCH transmission configured by higher layers
· Note:  The UL transmission indicated by DCI is supposed to be dynamic UL transmission.
Working Assumption
· For Type-A HD-FDD UEs, all ROs applicable to RedCap UEs are valid (same as FD-FDD RedCap UEs), and for the case of SSB overlapping with valid RO from cell specific point of view, leave it to UE implementation whether to receive SSB or transmit PRACH
· No support of differentiating of ROs for Type-A HD-FDD Redcap UEs and FD FDD RedCap UEs 
 
Working Assumption
· For Case 8 of valid RO overlapping with PDCCH in Type 0/0A/1/2 CSS set, leave it to UE implementation whether to receive configured PDCCH or transmit PRACH
· FFS: whether or not there are conditions (e.g., exception for valid RO not intended for PRACH transmission) that need to be considered.
· Note: For valid RO intended for PRACH triggered by PDCCH order, it has been covered in Case 2.
FL7 High Priority Proposal 3.3-1:
· For Case 8 of valid RO overlapping with UE-dedicated configured DL reception (e.g. PDCCH in USS, SPS PDSCH, CSI-RS or DL PRS), leave it to UE implementation whether to receive the DL or transmit PRACH
· FFS: whether or not there are conditions (e.g., exception for valid RO not intended for PRACH transmission) that need to be considered.
· Note: For valid RO intended for PRACH triggered by PDCCH order, it has been covered in Case 2.
FL7 High Priority Proposal 3.4-1:
· For Case 8 of valid RO overlapping with dynamically scheduled DL reception, down-select one of the following options
· Option 2: Leave to UE implementation whether to receive the dynamic scheduled DL or transmit PRACH
· Option 3: Follow the handling of Case 1 (dynamically scheduled DL reception vs. semi-statically configured UL transmission)
· Option 4: Valid RO is prioritized over dynamic DL reception
· FFS: whether or not there are conditions (e.g., exception for valid RO not intended for PRACH transmission) that need to be considered
 
FL7 High Priority Proposal 2.1-1: Decision on Option 1 or 2 during GTW online session
· For Case 5 of dynamically scheduled UL transmission vs. SSB, down-select one of the following options:
· Option 1: Dynamically scheduled UL transmission is prioritized over SSB
· Support [9+1]: Huawei, HiSilicon, vivo, CATT, China Telecom, CMCC, Ericsson, Nokia, NSB, [Sharp (1st choice)]
· Not Support: Apple
· Option 2: Reuse the existing collision handling principles of Rel-15/16 for NR TDD that SSB is prioritized over dynamically scheduled UL transmission
· Support [11+5]: Nordic, OPPO, LG, Intel, DOCOMO, Xiaomi, Panasonic, Qualcomm, Apple, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, [Spreadtrum], [Samsung], [MTK], [IDCC], [Sharp (2nd choice)]
· Not Support: Huawei, HiSilicon
· FFS: whether or not the same UE behavior is applied to Msg3 (re)transmission and PUCCH for msg4
Agreement
Confirm this Working Assumption.

Working Assumption
· For Type-A HD-FDD UEs, all ROs applicable to RedCap UEs are valid (same as FD-FDD RedCap UEs), and for the case of SSB overlapping with valid RO from cell specific point of view, leave it to UE implementation whether to receive SSB or transmit PRACH
· No support of differentiating of ROs for Type-A HD-FDD Redcap UEs and FD FDD RedCap UEs 
Agreement
Confirm this Working Assumption. 
Working Assumption
· For Case 8 of valid RO overlapping with PDCCH in Type 0/0A/1/2 CSS set, leave it to UE implementation whether to receive configured PDCCH or transmit PRACH
· FFS: whether or not there are conditions (e.g., exception for valid RO not intended for PRACH transmission) that need to be considered.
· Note: For valid RO intended for PRACH triggered by PDCCH order, it has been covered in Case 2.
Agreement
· For Case 8 of valid RO overlapping with UE-dedicated configured DL reception (e.g. PDCCH in USS, SPS PDSCH, CSI-RS or DL PRS), leave it to UE implementation whether to receive the DL or transmit PRACH
· Note: For valid RO intended for PRACH triggered by PDCCH order, it has been covered in Case 2.
 
Agreement 
· For Case 5 of dynamically scheduled UL transmission vs. SSB, one or both of the following options to be determined till next meeting:

· Option 1: Dynamically scheduled UL transmission is prioritized over SSB

· Option 2: Reuse the existing collision handling principles of Rel-15/16 for NR TDD that SSB is prioritized over dynamically scheduled UL transmission

· FFS: whether or not the same UE behavior is applied to Msg3 (re)transmission and PUCCH for msg4
Agreement
· For Case 8 of valid RO overlapping with dynamically scheduled DL reception, downselect one of following options in next meeting
· Option 2: Leave to UE implementation whether to receive the dynamically scheduled DL or transmit PRACH

· Option 3: Follow the handling of Case 1 (dynamically scheduled DL reception vs. semi-statically configured UL transmission)

· Option 4: Valid RO is prioritized over dynamic DL reception

R1-2108478
R1-2108477
FL summary #3 on duplex operation for RedCap
Moderator (Qualcomm Inc.)
R1-2108327
FL summary #2 on duplex operation for RedCap
Moderator (Qualcomm Inc.)
R1-2108252
FL summary #1 on duplex operation for RedCap
Moderator (Qualcomm Inc.)
R1-2106461
Duplex operation for RedCap
Huawei, HiSilicon

R1-2106565
Duplex operation for RedCap
Ericsson

R1-2106603
Discussion on RedCap half-duplex operation
vivo, Guangdong Genius

R1-2106650
UE Complexity Reduction aspects related to duplex operation
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

R1-2106706
Discussion on duplex operation for RedCap
Spreadtrum Communications

R1-2106843
HD-FDD for reduced capability NR devices
ZTE, Sanechips

R1-2106896
HD-FDD Operation for RedCap UEs
Samsung

R1-2106979
Discussion on HD-FDD operation
CATT

R1-2107042
On aspects related to duplex operation
Nordic Semiconductor ASA

R1-2107129
Discussion on duplex operation for RedCap
China Telecom

R1-2107251
On half-duplex operation
OPPO

R1-2107353
Type-A HD-FDD for RedCap UE
Qualcomm Incorporated

R1-2107410
Discussion on collision handling of HD-FDD operation
CMCC

R1-2107450
Aspects related to the duplex operation of RedCap
LG Electronics

R1-2107497
On half duplex operation for RedCap UEs
MediaTek Inc.

R1-2107597
On HD-FDD support for RedCap
Intel Corporation

R1-2107748
Duplex Operation for Redcap
Apple

R1-2107796
Discussion on the duplex operation of redcap UEs
Sharp

R1-2107811
Duplex operation for RedCap UEs
InterDigital, Inc.

R1-2107866
Discussion on duplex operation for RedCap
NTT DOCOMO, INC.

R1-2107928
Discussion on Half-duplex FDD operation of Redcap UE
Xiaomi

R1-2108042
Aspects related to duplex operation
Panasonic Corporation

R1-2108061
Discussion on aspects related to duplex operation
ASUSTeK 

R1-2108155
Discussion on duplex operation for RedCap UE
WILUS Inc.
8.6.1.4 Other aspects

Including maximum number of DL MIMO layers and relaxed maximum modulation order  
[106-e-NR-R17-RedCap-04] Email discussion regarding other aspects of UE complexity reduction – Debdeep (Intel)
· 1st check point: 8/19
· 2nd check point: 8/24
· Final check: 8/27
R1-2108316
FL summary #1 on other aspects of UE complexity reduction for RedCap
Moderator (Intel Corporation)
R1-2106566
Other UE complexity reduction aspects for RedCap
Ericsson

R1-2106652
Other UE Complexity Reduction Aspects
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

R1-2106844
Discussion on DL MIMO layers for RedCap UEs
ZTE, Sanechips

R1-2106980
Discussion on other aspects related to complexity reduction
CATT

R1-2107301
MIMO aspects for RedCap
NEC

R1-2107354
Other Aspects of UE Complexity Reduction
Qualcomm Incorporated

R1-2107411
Discussion on potential modification  of existing DCI formats
CMCC

R1-2107668
Reduced maximum  MIMO layers and reduced maximum modulation order for RedCap



Huawei, HiSilicon

R1-2107929
Discussion on the UE features for RedCap
Xiaomi

R1-2108088
RedCap UE Further Complexity Reduction Considerations
u-blox AG
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

[106-e-NR-R17-RedCap-05] Email discussion regarding RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features – Shinya (DoCoMo)
· 1st check point: 8/19
· 2nd check point: 8/24
· Final check: 8/27

Agreement

Confirm the following working assumption with the modifications in red:
· For 4-step RACH, support the early indication of RedCap UEs at least in Msg1.
· The early indication in Msg1 can be configured to be enabled/disabled via SIB
· FFS how to support enable/disable the early indication
· FFS details e.g.: 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 PRACH resource

· PRACH preamble partitioning

· FFS: whether/how to address RA-RNTI overlapping issue
· FFS the possibility of supporting Msg3 for the early indication 

Whether/how to support early indication of RedCap UEs in Msg3 in Rel-17 is up to RAN2.
Conclusion
· Whether there is RA-RNTI overlapping issue and how to address RA-RNTI overlapping issue in the early indication of RedCap UEs in Msg1 in Rel-17 is up to RAN2.
Agreement

· Send an LS to RAN2 informing RAN2-related agreements in AI8.6.2 in RAN1#106-e
· FFS details
Conclusion

· There is no consensus in RAN1 on whether to have the access barring indication in DCI scheduling SIB1, and RAN1 can come back if triggered by RAN2.
Medium Priority Proposal 2-1:
· RedCap UE type is defined based on
· Option 4: The corresponding minimum set of the reduced capabilities that one RedCap UE type shall mandatorily support
· [Note:] At least maximum supported UE BW (20 MHz for FR1 and 100 MHz for FR2) is included
· FFS whether/which other L1 capabilities are included
 
Medium Priority Proposed working assumption 5-1:
· For the RedCap UE capabilities, current definition of Rel-15/16 L1 UE capabilities mandatory without capability signaling in TR38.822 is reused by default, unless any necessary update is identified
· Note: UE capabilities related to CA, DC and wider max UE bandwidth are not applicable to RedCap UEs
· FFS: whether any L1 UE capabilities mandatory/optional with capability signaling are not applicable to RedCap UEs
Alternative Medium Priority Proposal 2-1a:
·         A FR1 FDD RedCap UE type supports a maximum bandwidth of 20MHz for FR1 and 100MHz for FR2
o    [Supports either 1 or 2 Rx branches and corresponding maximum DL MIMO layers]
o    [Supports either FD-FDD or Type A HD-FDD operation for FR1 FDD bands]
o    [Supports either DL up to 64 QAM or up to 256 QAM for FR1]
o    [Does not support CA/DC]
·         A FR1 TDD RedCap UE type supports a maximum bandwidth of 20MHz
o    [May support 1 or 2 Rx branches / DL MIMO layers]
o    [May support DL 64 QAM or 256 QAM]
·         A FR2 RedCap UE type supports a maximum bandwidth of 100MHz
o    [May support 1 or 2 Rx branches / DL MIMO layers]
·         FFS whether the capabilities in square brackets are included or not.
 
Medium Priority Proposed working assumption 5-1:
· For the RedCap UE capabilities, current definition of Rel-15/16 L1 UE capabilities mandatory without capability signalling in TR38.822 is reused by default, unless any update is agreed
· Note: UE capabilities related to CA, DC and wider max UE bandwidth are not applicable to RedCap UEs
· FFS: whether any L1 UE capabilities mandatory/optional with capability signalling are not applicable to RedCap UEs
R1-2108552
FL summary #5 on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap              Moderator (NTT DOCOMO, INC.)
R1-2108483
FL summary #3 on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCapModerator
 Moderator (NTT DOCOMO, INC.)
R1-2108369
FL summary #3 on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCapModerator
 Moderator (NTT DOCOMO, INC.)
R1-2108341
FL summary #2 on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap

Moderator (NTT DOCOMO, INC.)
R1-2107868
FL summary #1 on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
Moderator (NTT DOCOMO, INC.)
R1-2106462
RAN1 aspects of RedCap UE type and identification
Huawei, HiSilicon

R1-2106567
RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
Ericsson

R1-2106604
Higher layer support for RedCap
vivo, Guangdong Genius

R1-2106651
Higher layer support of Reduced Capability NR Devices
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

R1-2106707
Discussion on early indication for RedCap
Spreadtrum Communications

R1-2106845
Higher layer support of Reduced Capability NR devices
ZTE, Sanechips

R1-2106897
UE capability report and access barring for Redcap UE
Samsung

R1-2106981
Discussion on higher layer support of RedCap
CATT

R1-2107043
On RedCap UE early identification and UE type
Nordic Semiconductor ASA

R1-2107077
Design consideration for Higher layer support of RedCap
Sierra Wireless, S.A.

R1-2107090
Discussion on the Identification of RedCap UEs
FUTUREWEI

R1-2107130
Discussion on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
China Telecom

R1-2107252
Mechanism in higher&PHY layer for Reduced Capability NR Devices
OPPO

R1-2107302
RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
NEC

R1-2107355
Cross Layer Design Considerations for RedCap Device
Qualcomm Incorporated

R1-2107412
Discussion on higher layer support of RedCap UE
CMCC

R1-2107451
RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
LG Electronics

R1-2107598
On RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led objectives for RedCap
Intel Corporation

R1-2107749
On Higher Layer Support of Redcap Devices
Apple

R1-2107797
RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
Sharp

R1-2107812
Identification and restriction of RedCap UEs
InterDigital, Inc.

R1-2107867
Discussion on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
NTT DOCOMO, INC.

R1-2107868
FL summary #1 on RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
Moderator (NTT DOCOMO, INC.)

R1-2107930
Discussion on the remaining issues of the higher layer related topics for RedCap
Xiaomi

R1-2107949
RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
Lenovo, Motorola Mobility

R1-2108043
RAN1 aspects for RAN2-led features for RedCap
Panasonic Corporation

R1-2108156
Discussion on higher layer support of Redcap UE
WILUS Inc.
8.6.3 Others

R1-2106568
Potential RedCap solutions for avoiding or minimizing PUSCH resource fragmentation
Ericsson

R1-2106605
Discussion on L1 reduced capability signaling
vivo, Guangdong Genius

R1-2106653
Discussion on RedCap UE capabilities
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

R1-2106846
NR UE features for RedCap
ZTE, Sanechips

R1-2106982
Views on remaining issues of RedCap
CATT

R1-2107385
Discussion on scaling factor for RedCap
Spreadtrum Communications, Apple, CEPRI

R1-2107413
Discussion other aspects of RedCap UE
CMCC

R1-2107452
Discussion on other aspects of RedCap
LG Electronics

R1-2107669
On RedCap UL transmission
Huawei, HiSilicon

R1-2107931
Discussion on the transmission of system information for RedCap
Xiaomi

R1-2108050
Considerations on 2-step RACH for RedCap
Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
