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1. Introduction
The document summarizes the following at-meeting offline discussion: 

	· [AT119-e][114][RedCap] MAC corrections (vivo)
Initial scope: Discuss MAC corrections

Initial intended outcome: Summary of the offline discussion with e.g.:

· List of proposals for agreement (if any)

· List of proposals that require online discussions

· List of proposals that should not be pursued (if any)

Initial deadline (for companies' feedback): Monday 2022-08-22 1200 UTC

Initial deadline (for rapporteur's summary in R2-2208771): Monday 2022-08-22 2000 UTC

Proposals marked "for agreement" in R2-2208771 not challenged until Tuesday 2022-08-23 08:00 UTC will be declared as agreed via email by the session chair (for the rest the discussion might continue offline).


The topics are discussed in detail within the next sections.
2. Contact information

	Company
	Name and email address

	vivo
	Chenli (chenli5g@vivo.com)

	Huawei
	Yulong (shiyulong5@huawei.com)

	Qualcomm
	Linhai He (linhaihe@qti.qualcomm.com)

	MediaTek
	Pradeep Jose (pradeep dot jose at mediatek dot com)

	Ericsson
	tuomas dot tirronen at ericsson.com

	Futurewei
	yyang1@futurewei.com

	vivo
	Chenli5g@vivo.com

	Samsung
	Jaehyuk JANG (jack.jang@samsung.com)

	LGE
	Hanseul Hong (hanseul.hong@lge.com)

	ZTE
	LiuJing (liu.jing30@zte.com.cn)

	Sharp
	lei.liu@cn.sharp-world.com

	Nokia
	Samuli Turtinen (samuli.turtinen@nokia.com)

	OPPO
	Haitao Li (lihaitao@oppo.com)


3. Discussion

3.1. Separate initial BWP configuration 
In this meeting, companies submitted contributions in [1-8] on the corrections for MAC aspects for RedCap. 

In [1], one company proposed the below change with two options:
	Companies
	Proposals / Corrections

	Vivo R2-2207746[1]
	Reason:

Current description on “A RedCap UE may be configured with a RedCap-specific initial UL BWP in initialUplinkBWP-RedCap” is not completed, as UE may also be configured with a RedCap-specific initial DL BWP in initialDownBWP-RedCap. Meanwhile, it is also duplicated with RRC specification.
1st Change:

Option 1:

Option 2:

A RedCap UE may be configured with a RedCap-specific initial UL BWP in initialUplinkBWP-RedCap and/or a RedCap-specific initial DL BWP in initialDownBWP-RedCap, as specified in TS 38.331 [5].




Discussion point 1) Companies are invited to show your preference among the following options on the 1st change in [1]:

· Option 1: as above
· Option 2: as above
· Option 3: No change
· Option 4: Others, please specify 
	Company’s name
	Option(s)
	Comments, if any

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 1
	MAC spec works well without this sentence.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	Same view as Huawei

	MediaTek
	Option 1
	This sentence doesn’t add value to the MAC spec

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	Agree with above comments

	Futurewei
	Option 1
	Agree with above companies

	vivo
	Option 1
	Agree with above companies

	Xiaomi
	Option1
	

	Samsung
	Option 1
	-

	LGE
	Option 1
	

	ZTE
	Option 1
	

	Sharp
	Option 1
	

	Nokia
	Option 1
	

	OPPO
	Option 1
	


Summary: 13 companies provided their views.

All companies agree with option1 on the 1st change of R2-2207746, i.e. remove the following text from TS 38.321:

“A RedCap UE may be configured with a RedCap-specific initial UL BWP in initialUplinkBWP-RedCap, as specified in TS 38.331 [5].”

Based on companies’ inputs, rapporteur suggests to agree with option 1 for the 1st change in [R2-2207746]. 

Proposal 1: [To agree] [13/13]: The 1st change in [R2-2207746] is agreed.

3.2. Dormant BWP 
For dormant BWP, 3 companies provided the corresponding change to remove the dormant BWP related part for RedCap as below: 
	Vivo R2-2207746[1]
	Reason:

Considering RedCap UE does not support CA feature, so there is no dormantBWP-Id configuration for RedCap UE. Thus, the corresponding condition to control bpw-InactivityTimer should be removed.
2nd Change:

1> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured, and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is not configured, and the active DL BWP is not the initialDownlinkBWP; or
1> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured, and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is configured, and the active DL BWP is not the initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap:


	Xiaomi R2-2207208 [5]
	Reason:

TS 38.321 has captured that “For each SCell a dormant BWP may be configured with dormantBWP-Id by RRC signalling as described in TS 38.331 [5]” and “The dormant BWP configuration for SpCell or PUCCH Scell is not supported”. For Redcap, since CA is not supported, there is no dormancy BWP configured for Redcap.

1st Change:

1> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is configured, and the active DL BWP is not the BWP indicated by the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id, and for UE is not a Redcap UE, the active DL BWP is not the BWP indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured; or
[Rapporteur]: I cannot find the reason for this change. Maybe proponent could provide more reasons for this change.

[Xiaomi]: The intention is to clarify the “the active DL BWP is not the BWP indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured” is only applies to none-Redcap UE.
For Redcap UE, there is no dormantBWP-Id if configured, so there is no need for such judgement.
If companies are ok to keep this, we are ok.
1> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured, and if the UE is not a RedCap UE, and the active DL BWP is not the initialDownlinkBWP, and the active DL BWP is not the BWP indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured; or

1> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is not configured, and the active DL BWP is not the initialDownlinkBWP; or

1> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is configured, the active DL BWP is not the initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap:


	CATT R2-2208384 [8]
	Reason:

CA/DC is not supported by Redcap UE. Dormant BWP can only be configured in SCell, which can not be supportedby RedCap UE. So we suggest removing the dormant BWP related description.
Change:

1> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is configured, and the active DL BWP is not the BWP indicated by the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id, and the active DL BWP is not the BWP indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured; or

1> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured, and if the UE is not a RedCap UE, and the active DL BWP is not the initialDownlinkBWP, and the active DL BWP is not the BWP indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured; or

1> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is not configured, and the active DL BWP is not the initialDownlinkBWP; or

1> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is configured, the active DL BWP is not the initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap,:



Discussion point 2) Companies are invited to show your views on whether agree with the reason and the corresponding change in [1]/[8]/[5] except the first update: 
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Comments, if any

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree with the reason for change
	We are fine with the change proposed in [1] or [8]

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Agree that text related to dormancy doesn’t apply to RedCap Ues and can be removed, as it’s a CA feature. We are fine with [1] or [8]

	Ericsson
	Yes
	[1] seems to be the correct correction. 

	Futurewei
	Yes
	We also prefer [1].

	Vivo
	Yes
	Fine with the change in [1] or [8]

	Xiaomi
	Agree with the intention.
	See above.

	Samsung
	-
	The changes in [1][8] are technically correct, but even with the current condition, nothing seems broken. That is, TS 38.306 clearly specifies the support of CA, so the condition will always be true anyway. Hence, to leave the condition (i.e. no changes) seems also fine with us, considering support of CA in the future release (if happens).

	LGE
	Yes
	Agree with the rapporteur’s comment on the [5], since we think that defaultDownlinkBWP-Id can also be configured in RedCap UE.

	ZTE
	Yes
	We are fine with [1] or [8].

	Sharp
	Yes
	[1] is fine.

	Nokia
	Yes 
	[1]

	OPPO
	Yes
	We are fine with the change in [1] and [8]


Summary: 13 companies provided their views.

All companies agree with the reason in [1]/[8]/[5] except the first update, i.e., considering RedCap UEs don’t support CA in Release 17, it is suggested that remove the CA related wording in corresponding conditions in TS 38.321 for RedCap UE: “and the active DL BWP is not the BWP indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured”.

All companies think the change is correct, while among these companies:
· 12/13 companies agree with the corresponding change in [1]/[8]. 
· 1/13 companies prefer no change, considering support of CA in the further release for RedCap UEs.
Based on companies’ inputs, rapporteur suggests to agree with the corresponding change, i.e. remove the dormant BWP related part for RedCap in [1]/[8]. 

Proposal 2: [To agree] [12/13]: The corresponding change to remove the dormant BWP related part for RedCap UEs in [R2-2207746]/[ R2-2208384] are agreed.

3.3. RACH
For SI request, 1 company proposed the below change:
	Samsung R2-2207008 [2]
	Reason:

According to current spec, upon intiation of random access procedure in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE:

· If UL carrier selected is NUL and initialUplinkBWP-RedCap is configured, Redcap UE uses  initialUplinkBWP-RedCap

· If initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is configured, Redcap UE uses  initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap
In case the random access procedure is initiated for Msg1 based SI request, upon receving the SI request ack, UE needs to acquire requested SI. For acquiring SI UE needs to monitor search space configured by searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation. The searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation is not always configured for initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap. If searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation is not configured, UE should switch from initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap to initialDownlinkBWP upon receving SI request ack.
Change:

2> if initialUplinkBWP-RedCap is configured:

3> perform the Random Access procedure as specified in clause 5.1 by using the BWP configured by initialUplinkBWP-RedCap.

4> else:

5> perform the Random Access procedure as specified in clause 5.1 by using the BWP configured by initialUplinkBWP.

6> if initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is configured:

7> monitor the PDCCH on the BWP configured by initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap;

8> if acknowledgement for SI request is received as specified in clause 5.1.4; and

9> if searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation is not configured in initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap:
10> monitor the PDCCH on the BWP configured by initialDownlinkBWP.
11> else:

12> monitor the PDCCH on the BWP configured by initialDownlinkBWP.



Discussion point 3) Companies are invited to show your views on whether agree with the reason and the corresponding change in [2]: 
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Comments, if any

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	The BWP of PDCCH to monitor for paging is clear on the one configured with the searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation. So RRC spec already clarifies that. 
SearchSpaceOtherSystemInformation
ID of the Search space for other system information, i.e., SIB2 and beyond (see TS 38.213 [13], clause 10.1) If the field is absent, the UE does not receive other system information in this BWP. This field is absent for the RedCap specific initial DL BWP, if it does not include CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0.
Maybe we can consider some further clarification in RRC. At least this clarification should not be done in MAC.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We are fine with the change.

	MediaTek
	No
	Agree with Huawei above. Change can add more confusion considering initialDownlinkBWP may be >20MHz.

	Ericsson
	No
	We have similar view as Huawei and Qualcomm. 

	Futurewei
	No
	Agree with Huawei.

	Vivo
	Yes with comment
	We agree with the intention. It is better to clarify that if searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation is not configured on the initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap, PDCCH monitoring for SI acquisition should be performed on initialDownlinkBWP.

If majority companies prefer not to capture in MAC, we suggest to make the clarification in RRC or 213. 

	Xiaomi
	-
	For such case, why the UE  initiated for Msg1 based SI request on initialUplinkBWP?

	Samsung
	Yes (Proponent)
	We are fine to capture either in MAC or in RRC, but UE behavior has to be clearly clarified in the specification. If network allows Msg1-based SI request on RedCap-specific initial UL BWP but does not provide the search space for SIB on RedCap-specific initial DL BWP (which is possible from the current RRC 
ehavior
), this clarification would be the only way.

	LGE
	No
	In our understanding, the monitoring operation of SI message after performing SI request is described in TS 38.331 as follows:

13> if acknowledgement for SI request is received from lower layers:

4>
acquire the requested SI message(s) as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2, immediately;
Therefore, the additional description to monitor searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation to receive the requested SI message is not needed.


	Sharp
	No 
	Agree with Huawei.

	Nokia
	Neutral
	As long as the UE 
ehavior is clearly specified in one way or another.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with Huawei.


Summary: 12 companies provided their views.

Regarding the issue proposed in [R2-2207008] that when RedCap-specific initial DL BWP doesn’t contain searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation, where should RedCap UEs monitor PDCCH:
· 7 companies don’t agree with the corresponding change in [R2-2207008], they think the UE behaviour is clear in RRC specification. Besides, among these companies, 6 companies could accept to add further clarification in RRC spec rather in MAC spec while 1 company think no need for any additional description.
· 3 companies agree with the reason and the corresponding change in [R2-2207008]. Among these companies, 2 companies are acceptable to clarify it in RRC spec.
· 1 company has confusion about this issue.
· 1 company is neutral on capturing it in RRC or MAC specification.

From rapporteur point of view, almost all companies agree/accept that if searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation is not configured on the initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap, PDCCH monitoring for SI acquisition should not be performed on initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap, but should be performed on the one configured with the searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation. But companies have different views whether it is clear according to current specification, and where/how to capture it if not clear.
Based on companies’ inputs, rapporteur suggests to agree such behaviour, and further discuss whether/where/how to capture it.
Proposal 3a: [To agree] [11/12]: If searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation is not configured on the initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap, PDCCH monitoring for SI acquisition should not be performed on initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap, but should be performed on the one configured with the searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation.
Proposal 3b: [To discuss]: Further discuss whether/where/how to capture this behaviour.
For RACH, 1 company proposed the below change:
	Samsung R2-2207009 [3]
	Reason:

According to current spec, upon intiation of random access procedure in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE:

· if initialUplinkBWP-RedCap is configured, Redcap UE uses  initialUplinkBWP-RedCap

· If initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is configured, Redcap UE uses  initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap
Switching to initialUplinkBWP-RedCap should be performed only if the UL carrier selected for RA procedure is NUL.
Change:

Upon initiation of the Random Access procedure, after selection of the carrier for performing Random Access procedure as specified in clause 5.1.1, if the UE is a RedCap UE in RRC_IDLE or RRC_INACTIVE mode, the MAC entity shall:

1>
if initialUplinkBWP-RedCap is configured for the selected carrier:

2>
perform the Random Access procedure as specified in clause 5.1 by using the BWP configured by initialUplinkBWP-RedCap.

1>
else:

2>
perform the Random Access procedure as specified in clause 5.1 by using the BWP configured by initialUplinkBWP.



Discussion point 4) Companies are invited to show your views on whether agree with the reason and the corresponding change in [3]: 
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Comments, if any

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Not essential change.
“after selection of the carrier” it is clear that UE selects carrier first and the BWP is on the selected carrier.

	Qualcomm
	No
	The reason for change on the cover sheet does not seem to be right. 
We do not think the proposed change is not critical, for the same reason given by Huawei.

	MediaTek
	Ok to change
	The change adds clarity to the specs which is good.

	Ericsson
	Ok to clarify, but
	This does not seem to be an essential change

	Futurewei
	No
	Agree with Huawei.

	vivo
	No
	Not essential change. We are fine with the majority. 

	Xiaomi
	No 
	The changes seems do not add any value.

	Samsung
	Yes (Proponent)
	The change merely gives more clarity to the readers. One can interpret the specification that, regardless of the selected carrier, UE should perform RA to the carrier that is configured with initialUplinkBWP-RedCap, which is not aligned with the previous RAN2 agreements.
In addition, the reason for changes on the coversheet can be updated, if RAN2 agrees with the changes.

	LGE
	No
	Agree with Huawei. Since the BWP operation for RA procedure is performed after the UL carrier selection, it is already assumed that BWP operation is performed on the selected carrier.

	ZTE
	Yes
	We fully agree with the explanation from Samsung. 

Without clarification, the current specification gives the impression that no matter which carrier was selected, the UE should perform RA on initialUplinkBWP-RedCap (NUL).

So clarification is needed to avoid such mis-interpretation.

	Sharp
	Neutral
	Not essential change. We are fine to go with the majority

	Nokia 
	OK to clarify
	

	OPPO
	No
	Not essential change.


Summary: 13 companies provided their views.

Regarding the issue proposed in [R2-2207009] that switching to initialUplinkBWP-RedCap should be performed only if the UL carrier selected for RA procedure is NUL.
· 7 companies think this is not essential and don’t agree with the change. 
· 5 companies agree with the change, and think there will be mis-interpretation if there is no such clarification, e.g. no matter which carrier was selected (e.g. NUL), the UE should perform RA on initialUplink-RedCap if configured.
· 1 company is neutral and follows the majority.

Based on companies’ inputs, the views on this issue are split. Rapporteur suggests to further discuss the change proposed in [R2-2207009]. 

Proposal 4: [To discuss] [7 vs. 5]: The change proposed in [R2-2207009] is not essential and not agreed.

3.4. BWP inactivity timer

For BWP inactivity timer (re)start criteria, 2 companies proposed the below change:
	Samsung R2-2207010 [4]
	Reason:

For a redcap UE, UE should start the bwp-InactivityTimer if following conditions are met:
a) if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is not configured, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is not the initialDownlinkBWP and is not indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured
b) if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is configured, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is not the initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap, and and is not indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured.
Change:

1>
if a PDCCH for BWP switching is received, and the MAC entity switches the active DL BWP:

2>
if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is configured, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is not indicated by the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id and is not indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured; or

2>
if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured, and if the UE is not a RedCap UE, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is not the initialDownlinkBWP and is not indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured; or
2> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is not configured, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is not the initialDownlinkBWP and is not indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured; or
2> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-    RedCap is configured, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is not the initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap, and and is not indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured:
3>
start or restart the bwp-InactivityTimer associated with the active DL BWP.



	Xiaomi R2-2207208 [5]
	Reason:

Start or restart the bwp-InactivityTimer associated with the active DL BWP when receive the BWP switching DCI for Redcap is missing.
2nd Change:
1>
if a PDCCH for BWP switching is received, and the MAC entity switches the active DL BWP:

2>
if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is configured, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is not indicated by the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id and for UE is not a Redcap UE, is not indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured; or
[Rapporteur]: I cannot find the reason for this change. Maybe proponent could provide more reasons for this change.

Xiaomi: See comments to 3.2.
2>
if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured and if the UE is not a RedCap UE, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is not the initialDownlinkBWP and is not indicated by the dormantBWP-Id if configured: or
2>
if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is not configured, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is not the initialDownlinkBWP; or

2>
if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is configured, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is is not the initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap:
3>
start or restart the bwp-InactivityTimer associated with the active DL BWP.




Discussion point 5) Companies are invited to show your views on whether agree with the reason and the corresponding change in [4] / [5]except the first update: 
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Comments, if any

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	The intention seems reasonable.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We are fine with the change proposed in [4]

	MediaTek
	Yes (update text)
	The intention is good. 

We can go with the change in [4] if references to dormant BWP are removed from the newly introduced text (similar to [5]). 

Alternatively, if we go with [5], the first change (i.e. the ‘defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is configured’ case) is unnecessary.

	Ericsson
	Yes (intention)
	It seems we missed the RedCap-specific cases earlier. 

A suggestion to make the conditions a bit more readable is to separate the RedCap case by specifying:

2> if the UE is a RedCap UE and the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured:

 2>
if initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is not configured, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is not the initialDownlinkBWP; or

2>
if initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is configured, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is is not the initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap:
2 > else:

<… existing cases …>


	Futurewei
	Yes with comment.
	Use [4] as baseline, with the references to dormant BWP removed, as follows:

2> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is not configured, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is not the initialDownlinkBWP; or
2> if the defaultDownlinkBWP-Id is not configured and if the UE is a RedCap UE, and initialDownlinkBWP-    RedCap is configured, and the MAC entity switches to the DL BWP which is not the initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap:

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree with MediaTek and Futurewei. Dormant BWP related part in [4] should be removed according to the discussion point 1. 

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	[5]except the first update is OK.

	Samsung
	Yes (Proponent)
	We are fine to follow the conclusion from discussion point 2 above for the change.

	LGE
	Yes
	Agree with the intention and the corresponding correction. We prefer the [5] except the first update between the two suggestions, which is same as the Futurewei’s text proposal.

	ZTE
	Yes 
	The changes provided by [5] is preferred (text related to dormant BWP is not needed).

	Sharp
	Yes
	Agree with Futurewei’s comments on [4].

	Nokia
	Yes (intention)
	The above comments should be reflected.

	OPPO
	Yes with comments
	Agree with Futurewei’s comments


Summary: 13 companies provided their views.

Regarding the issue proposed in [R2-2207010] and [R2-2207208] for BWP inactivity timer (re)start criteria.
All companies agree with the intent. While for the change, similar to the Discussion Point 2: 
· 10/13 companies agree to remove the Dormant BWP related part in [4] and don’t agree with the first update in [5]. 
· 1/13 company suggests to re-arrange the structure to make it more readable.

Based on companies’ inputs, Rapporteur suggests to agree the change in [4] by removing the dormantBWP-Id related part.

Proposal 5: [To agree] [13/13]: The change provided in [R2-2207010] is agreed by removing the dormantBWP-Id related part.
3.5. Correction on TS 38.306

Besides, 1 company proposed the correction on RedCap support for sending BFR MAC CE for SpCell BFR as below:
	Nokia R2-2207903 [6]

Nokia R2-2207904 [7]
	Proposal:

Observation: It is not clear if the spCell-BFR-CBRA-r16 UE capability is regarded to as CA related UE feature.

Proposal: spCell-BFR-CBRA-r16 is applicable to RedCap UE.

Reasons:

The definition of “CA related UE features and corresponding capabilities are not supported by RedCap UEs” is not clear in TS 38.306 and features that are specified as a result of “CA related UE features” but may be applied also without CA configuration. However, it is not clear if such features can be supported by RedCap UE or not.

One of such features is spCell-BFR-CBRA-r16 which should be able to be supported by the RedCap UE with SpCell configuration only.
Change on TS 38.306:
spCell-BFR-CBRA-r16
Indicates whether the UE or RedCap UE supports sending BFR MAC CE for SpCell BFR as specified in TS 38.321 [8].
-
CA, MR-DC, DAPS, CPAC and IAB (i.e., the RedCap UE is not expected to act as IAB node) related UE features and corresponding capabilities are not supported by RedCap UEs, unless otherwise specified. All other feature groups or components of the feature groups as captured in TR 38.822 [24] as well as capabilities specified in this specification remain applicable for RedCap UEs same as non-RedCap UEs, unless indicated otherwise.




Discussion point 6) Companies are invited to show your views on whether agree with the proposal [6] and the corresponding change in in [7]: 
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Comments, if any

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	It is true spCell-BFR-CBRA is not CA related feature. 
We do not think the change is needed. 
The compromise can be we clarify this in the RAN2 chair minutes. Then it is clear form the current spec that spCell-BFR-CBRA can be supported sicne it is not CA related feature. 

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	We agree with the intention of the proposal, i.e. SpCell BFR MAC CE is applicable to RedCap. But we do not think any change to the spec is needed, as there is little room for confusion or misinterpretation with the current spec.

	MediaTek
	No
	Ok with Huawei’s suggestion to just clarify this in the RAN2 chair minutes.

	Ericsson
	Agree with the intention
	The intention is fine, however, we already interpret that spCell-BFR-CBRA can be supported by a RedCap UE, and the current capability is not conditional on any CA-related capability. 
But we also think “related UE features and corresponding capabilities” might not be always clear thus OK to discuss whether further clarification is needed. 

	Futurewei
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm. Also OK with suggestion from Huawei and MediaTek. 

	vivo
	See comment
	We are fine with the suggestion from Huawei and Qualcomm that should could be clarified in Chair Minutes. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	SpCell BFR MAC CE is applicable to RedCap. No need to change.

	Samsung
	Agree with the intention
	We are fine to capture it in the minutes.

	LGE
	No
	No strong view but we think that it is not essential operation.

	ZTE
	No
	If all companies have the same understanding on this nonCA related feature, then there is no need to change the spec, because we already have the following statement in 38.306:
-
CA, MR-DC, DAPS, CPAC and IAB (i.e., the RedCap UE is not expected to act as IAB node) related UE features and corresponding capabilities are not supported by RedCap UEs. All other feature groups or components of the feature groups as captured in TR 38.822 [24] as well as capabilities specified in this specification remain applicable for RedCap UEs same as non-RedCap UEs, unless indicated otherwise.

Capture it in the minutes is fine for us. 

	Sharp
	See comments
	We are fine to capture it in minutes.

	Nokia
	Yes (proponent)
	However, we’re fine to discuss other means to clarify this, e.g., capture in the minutes.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm.


Summary: 13 companies provided their views.
· 12 companies don’t agree with the change in [R2-2207904] on spCell-BFR-CBRA. Among these companies:

· 8 companies agree with the compromise that we clarify this in RAN2 chair minutes.

· 2 companies think current spec has no confusion or misinterpretation.

· 1 company has no strong view.

· 1 company is OK to discuss whether further clarification is needed.
· 1 company agrees with the change in [R2-2207904] on spCell-BFR-CBRA and is fine with the compromise.

Based on companies’ inputs, Rapporteur suggests to clarify this in RAN2 chair minutes on the issue provided in [R2-2207904].
Proposal 6: [To agree] [11/13]: RAN2 understand spCell-BFR-CBRA can be supported by a RedCap UE. No spec impact.
Discussion point 7) Companies are invited to provide your views on any other aspects issues not included above which is related to MAC aspects:

	Company’s name
	Comments, if any

	LGE
	In the Thursday’s online session, it is agreed that the RedCap UE may perform the Msg1-based SI request using the SUL carrier

· RAN2 confirms that the selected supplementary uplink can also be used by RedCap UE for SI request or positioning SI request

Note that the dedicated RA resource for SI request in SUL in configured for normal UE (i.e., including non-RedCap UE). 

In current text of clause 5.15 in MAC spec, the RedCap UE in RRC_IDLE or RRC_INACTIVE state uses the RedCap-specific DL BWP if configured, regardless of the purpose of Random Access procedure.

However, if the network receives the CFRA Random Access preamble for SI request configured in SUL, the network is not able to recognize whether the transmitting UE is RedCap UE or non-RedCap UE. Therefore, the network would transmit the RAR using the legacy initial DL BWP (BWP configured in initialDownlinkBWP), causing the RAR reception failure in the RedCap UE.

Therefore, for this case (i.e., if Msg1-based SI request is transmitted in SUL), the RedCap UE should monitor the legacy initial DL BWP in order to correctly receive the RAR.

The corresponding text proposal is as follows:

Upon initiation of the Random Access procedure, after selection of the carrier for performing Random Access procedure as specified in clause 5.1.1, if the UE is a RedCap UE in RRC_IDLE or RRC_INACTIVE mode, the MAC entity shall:
1>
if initialUplinkBWP-RedCap is configured:

2>
perform the Random Access procedure as specified in clause 5.1 by using the BWP configured by initialUplinkBWP-RedCap.

1>
else:

2>
perform the Random Access procedure as specified in clause 5.1 by using the BWP configured by initialUplinkBWP.
1>
if initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap is configured:
2> If the Random Access procedure was initiated for SI request (as specified in TS 38.331 [5]) and the Random Access Resources for SI request have been explicitly provided by RRC, and if the selected carrier is SUL carrier;
3> monitor the PDCCH on the BWP configured by initialDownlinkBWP.
2> else:
3>
monitor the PDCCH on the BWP configured by initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap.
1>
else:

2>
monitor the PDCCH on the BWP configured by initialDownlinkBWP.


	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Summary: 1 company provided their views on RACH procedure in DL BWP in the case that if the selected carrier is SUL carrier.

From rapporteur point of view, we could further discuss this issue to check companies’ views. Thus, rapporteur suggests:
Proposal 7: [To discuss][1]: RAN2 to discuss if Msg1-based SI request is transmitted on SUL, the RedCap UE should monitor the legacy initial DL BWP in order to correctly receive the RAR.
3. Conclusion

This contribution is the report at-meeting offline discussion: [AT119-e][114][RedCap] MAC corrections (vivo) with the following proposals:

Proposals for easy agreement:

Proposal 1: [To agree] [13/13]: The 1st change in [R2-2207746] is agreed.

Proposal 2: [To agree] [12/13]: The corresponding change to remove the dormant BWP related part for RedCap UEs in [R2-2207746]/[ R2-2208384] are agreed.

Proposal 5: [To agree] [13/13]: The change provided in [R2-2207010] is agreed by removing the dormantBWP-Id related part.
Proposal 6: [To agree] [11/13]: RAN2 understand spCell-BFR-CBRA can be supported by a RedCap UE. No spec impact.

Proposals need further online discussion:

Proposal 3a: [To agree] [11/12]: If searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation is not configured on the initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap, PDCCH monitoring for SI acquisition should not be performed on initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap, but should be performed on the one configured with the searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation.
Proposal 3b: [To discuss]: Further discuss whether/where/how to capture this behaviour.

Proposal 4: [To discuss] [7 vs. 5]: The change proposed in [R2-2207009] is not essential and not agreed.

Proposal 7: [To discuss][1]: RAN2 to discuss if Msg1-based SI request is transmitted on SUL, the RedCap UE should monitor the legacy initial DL BWP in order to correctly receive the RAR.
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