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1. List of proposals that require online discussions
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Deadline (Phase 1): Thursday 2022-08-18 0800 UTC, updated summary to be uploaded latest 1215 UTC
Discussion
Maximum number of G-RNTI/ G-CS-RNTI
For multicast, the maximum number of G-RNTI/ G-CS-RNTI was discussed by R2-2208636, R2-2207562, R2-2207564 and R2-2208500. In R2-2208500, it is proposed to use the sum of maxG-RNTI/maxG-CS-RNTI as the RNTI numbers supported by UE. 

maxG-RNTI/maxG-CS-RNTI
In the current ASN.1 coding, the IE maxG-RNTI-r17 represents the maximum number of G-RNTIs that can be configured for a UE by the network. The IE maxG-CS-RNTI-r17 represents maximum number of G-CS-RNTI that can be configured for a UE by the network (with the value of 8, which is aligned with current RAN1 discussion).
According to R2-2207562/ R2-2207564, the FFS of maxG-RNTI/maxG-CS-RNTI is removed from RRC spec by the reason of no RAN1 feedback. However according to the latest feature list, RAN1 suggests 8 as the value of max number of G-RNTIs and ask RAN2 to make the final decision: 

In the latest LS from RAN1[4], the UE feature list [5] discussed by RAN1 claims that the feature for the capability on number of G-RNTI for multicast should be up to RAN2 decision.
	 33-2e
	Multiple G-RNTIs for group-common PDSCHs
	Capability on number of G-RNTI for groupcast

	……
	[Per UE]
	Reporting type of FG 33-2e is per UE with [FDD/TDD,] FR1/FR2, licensed/unlicensed, and TN/NTN differentiation, detail signalling is up to RAN2
	Optional with capability signalling


And according to the summary [6], RAN1 think the number of maximum G-RNTIs can be supported to 8, and the larger number of G-RNTIs that UE supports will bring more impact to UE to report capability of supporting other UE features with a certain number of RNTI budget.
	Agreement
· There is no consensus in RAN1 for the candidate values for the max number of G-RNTIs for group-common PDSCHs in FG 33-2e. Ask RAN2 to decide the candidate values
· From RAN1 perspective, at least {2, 3, …, 8} should be supported for the candidate values for the max number of G-RNTIs for group-common PDSCHs in FG 33-2e.
· Note: from RAN1 perspective, the larger number of G-RNTIs UE supports, the more impact to whether UE can report the capability of supporting other UE features under a given UE implement with a certain number of RNTI budget



During the email discussion numbered by [Pre119-e][402] on this summary, there was a comment to add a restriction on the configuration of maxG-RNTI-r17 to avoid NBS changes to TS38.331.

maxNumberG-RNTIs-MBS-17
Meanwhile, in the current ASN.1 coding, maxNumberG-RNTIs-MBS-17 represents the maximum number of G-RNTIs that a UE can support as UE capability. RAN2 did not discuss the value of maxNumberG-RNTIs-MBS-17 in UE capability information, which is still FFS. 

It would be important to highlight that the network configuration of maxG-RNTI/maxG-CS-RNTI should not exceed the maximum value reported within UE capability. Then there should be aligned setting for the value between maxG-RNTI/maxG-CS-RNTI (network configuration) and maxNumberG-RNTIs-MBS-17 (UE capability).

In addition, UE may support different numbers of G-RNTI and G-CS-RNTI, so then it would be helpful to separate the value within UE capability.

Related proposals can be summarized as below:
Proposal 1-1: Restrict the configuration of the value of maxG-RNTI-r17 as 8 (previously it is assumed to be 16). 
Proposal 1-2: Replace IE maxNumberRNTIs-MBS-r17 by two separate IEs maxNumberG-RNTIs-r17 and maxNumberG-CS-RNTIs-r17 and set the values to 8. (This is NBC change but may be ok for UE capability)

For broadcast, in R2-2208636, it is proposed to not introduce UE capability of the supported numbers of G-RNTI for broadcast.
Proposal 1-3: Discuss whether or not to introduce UE capability of the supported numbers of G-RNTI for broadcast.

Configuration of G-RNTI/G-CS-RNTI per cell or per MAC entity
According to the description within R2-2207814, the previous RAN1 agreements confirmed that both G-RNTI(s) and G-CS-RNT(s) are configured per serving cell. However, the current RRC specification can only allow that G-RNTI(s) and G-CS-RNT(s) are configured per MAC entity. Then in R2-2207814, it is proposed to add the configuration allowing G-RNTI(s) and G-CS-RNT(s) per cell in section 6.3.2 of TS38.331. 
In rapporteur understanding, in Rel-17, the UE is not required to receive the MBS from multiple cells. Then it is assumed that only one configuration of G-RNTI(s) and G-CS-RNT(s) may be enough for the UE. There may be no strong motivation to change the current RRC ASN.1 structure.  
Proposal 2-1: Discuss the need to change the current RRC ASN.1 structure to have G-RNTI/G-CS-RNTI configuration per cell
Simultaneous PDSCH processing capability
Within R2-2207811, it discusses the simultaneous processing capability of partially FDM-ed PDSCH + partially TDM-ed PDSCH (including overlapping between unicast and MBS and between multiple group-common PDSCHs), which may be not covered by feature 33-3-2 and feature 33-3-3. With the same contribution, it suggests to confirm the understanding that the group-common PDSCHs for feature 33-3-2 and feature 33-3-3 include broadcast PDSCHs of MCCH-RNTI and G-RNTI if the UE supports the broadcast of feature 33-1, or multicast PDSCHs of G-RNTI and G-CS-RNTI if the UE supports the multicast of feature 33-2. R2-2207811 also suggests to confirm the understanding that the unicast PDSCHs for feature 33-3-2 and feature 33-3-3 include unicast PDSCHs of C-RNTI, CS-RNTI and MCS-C-RNTI.
In rapporteur understanding, RAN1 has confirmed in RAN1#109-e that for FDM between one unicast PDSCH and one group-common PDSCH in a slot, only the following case-1 is supported: 
Case 1: the one unicast PDSCH and one group-common PDSCH in a slot are partially or fully overlapping in time domain and non-overlapping in frequency domain
Case 2: the one unicast PDSCH and one group-common PDSCH in a slot are non-overlapping in time domain and non-overlapping in frequency domain
Case 3: the one unicast PDSCH and one group-common PDSCH in a slot are non-overlapping in time domain and overlapping in frequency domain
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Figure 1: Unicast and Group Common PDSCHs in FDM and TDM
According to RAN1’s conclusion, only case 1 is considered as the FDM based case. The other two cases should be considered as the TDM based case. 

Currently, according to capability design in 38.306 for PDSCH, there are two separate capability bits for the general FDM PDSCHs, one is overlapPDSCHsInTimePartiallyFreq-r16 for partial overlapping and the other is overlapPDSCHsFullyFreqTime-r16 for full overlapping. On top of this principle, R2-2207811 suggests to discuss if there is a need to also design two separate capability bits for these cases, one for the case “the unicast PDSCH and the group-common PDSCH in a slot are partially overlapping in time domain and non-overlapping in frequency domain” (as shown in case1-1 of the figure 1) and the other for the case “the unicast PDSCH and the group-common PDSCH in a slot are fully overlapping in time domain and non-overlapping in frequency domain” (as shown in case1-2 of the figure 1). 

During the email discussion numbered by [Pre119-e][402] on this summary, some companies think this discussion may be related to RAN1. 

Proposal 3-1: Confirm if the discussion simultaneous PDSCH processing capability is taken at RAN2
Proposal 3-2: If proposal 3-1 conclude positively, discuss the need to use two separate capability bits for FDM, one for the case “the unicast PDSCH and the group-common PDSCH in a slot are partially overlapping in time domain and non-overlapping in frequency domain” and the other for the case “the unicast PDSCH and the group-common PDSCH in a slot are fully overlapping in time domain and non-overlapping in frequency domain”

ROHC context session for broadcast
In R2-2207563, it was proposed to further discuss the definition of ROHC context session for broadcast. In the last meeting, the ROHC context session for broadcast are discussed, and companies agreed to define a minimum capability of ROHC context session for MBS broadcast. However, it is controversial on the minimum number of ROHC context session, and whether such capability is defined as per broadcast MRB or per UE. 
Broadcast service can be received in RRC IDLE/INACTIVE state; therefore, it is preferred not to use capability signalling, but to define as a (conditional) mandatory capability for UE supporting broadcast. Considering that the network may be not aware of UE receiving broadcast service, and the UE’s capability may be reduced due to simultaneously reception for broadcast and multicast(unicast), R2-2207563 suggests to define the ROHC context session as per MRB for the clarity. The UE may receive multiple broadcast service at a time and also the network is unaware of the UE’s broadcast reception, which may bring impacts to the legacy reception. Then R2-2207563 suggests to define a smaller number of the ROHC context sessions for broadcast per MRB, comparing to per UE.
In rapporteur understanding, the maximum number of ROHC context session can be set as a smaller value to relax the UE implementation. Meanwhile it can be further set up as per UE (according to the comment made by Qualcomm during email discussion for this summary).

Proposal 4-1: For MBS broadcast, the maximum number of ROHC context sessions is set to 4, which is also the number of mandatory capability for MBS broadcast UEs.

Multicast capabilities
RAN2 has agreed to introduce separate UE capabilities for MBS multicast and broadcast, and RAN1 has agreed to introduce the multicast service reception and multicast service reception via SCell per FSPC, however, it is not implemented in 38.306 and 38.331. It is proposed by R2-2207563 to introduce multicast capability and separate multicast capability on Scell per FSPC in both specs.
During the email discussion numbered by [Pre119-e][402] on this summary, some companies think the proposed change has been implemented by the mega capability CR at last meeting.

FeatureSetDownlinkPerCC-v1700 ::=   SEQUENCE {
    supportedMinBandwidthDL-r17 SupportedBandwidth-v1700   OPTIONAL,
    broadcastSCell-r17         ENUMERATED {supported} OPTIONAL,
    -- R1 33-2g: MIMO layers for multicast PDSCH
    maxNumberMIMO-LayersMulticastPDSCH-r17  ENUMERATED {n2, n4, n8}  OPTIONAL,
    -- R1 33-2h: Dynamic scheduling for multicast for SCell
    dynamicMulticastSCell-17      ENUMERATED {supported}  OPTIONAL,
    supportedBandwidthDL-v1710    SupportedBandwidth-v1700    OPTIONAL,
    -- R4 24-1/24-2/24-3/24-4/24-5
    supportedCRS-InterfMitigation-r17   CRS-InterfMitigation-r17                                                OPTIONAL
}

Based on this discussion, no proposal is needed. 

MBS and RedCap
R2-2208087 evaluated the impact of a RedCap UE supporting MBS broadcast and multicast. The support of Redcap UE for MBS reception was discussed at RAN#96 and it was assumed that MBS can be supported by RedCap UEs. A RedCap UE has reduced capabilities (i.e., Maximum bandwidth of 20 MHz in FR1 and 100 MHz in FR2). If the minimum MBS bandwidth requirement exceeds the RedCap capabilities, this would prevent a RedCap UE from supporting MBS.
RedCap UE to support MBS broadcast
In case the RedCap UE can camp on the cell, but the locationAndBandwidthBroadcast configured in CFR-ConfigMCCH-MTCH in SIB20 exceeds the bandwidth supported by the RedCap UE, then the RedCap UE cannot receive MBS broadcast.
In R2-2208087, it is proposed to limit the UE behaviour (i.e. should not include MBS frequencies of interest and MBS services of interest) when it does not support locationAndBandwidthBroadcast in SIB20 (i.e., it exceeds the UE capability). Different handling is expected for SCell frequency since there is no SIB20 on SCell frequency for the UE, i.e. SIB20 is provided by the NW in dedicated signalling to the UE. 
RedCap UE to support MBS multicast
As indicated by R2-2208087, it would cause some confusion if the UE joined the multicast session but cannot receive the multicast service because the gNB, based on the UE capabilities, may not be able to configure the multicast MRB configuration for the RedCap UE, e.g. the QoS bitrate requires a higher bandwidth than the RedCap UE supports. There may be a need to take a discussion to avoid that a UE joins a multicast session, but it cannot receive the session due to bandwidth limitations at RAN2.

For the above-mentioned issues for RedCap UE to support MBS, a decision may be needed at RAN2 level on where the discussion should be taken (Rel-17 MBS, TEI-18 or Rel-18 MBS), considering that the discussion takes some time. 
Proposal 6-1: Confirm if Redcap UE supporting MBS broadcast and multicast can be discussed in the context of Rel-17 MBS.
Proposal 6-2: Discuss the impact to allow Redcap UE to support MBS broadcast and multicast if Proposal 6-1 conclude positively
Frequency prioritization for MBS broadcast (TS 38.304)
Both R2-2207036 (rapporteur CR for corrections on TS38.304) and R2-2208085 discuss the frequency prioritization for MBS broadcast.
R2-2207036 indicates that the agreement “SIB1 scheduling information of the cell reselected by the UE due to frequency prioritization for MBS contains SIB20” should be reflected in TS38.304 to replace the current wording “The cell reselected by the UE due to frequency prioritization for MBS is providing SIB20”, within section 5.2.4.1 Reselection priorities handling of TS38.304. 
=>P19: In TS 38.304. change :”1)  The cell reselected by the UE due to frequency prioritization for MBS is providing SIB20;” to “1)  SIB1 scheduling information of the cell reselected by the UE due to frequency prioritization for MBS contains SIB20”;
=>Add to 38304 in 5.2.4.1 a note (the following is the baseline) NOTE: Example scenarios in which the previous down-prioritisation may be needed includes the cases where camping is not possible on the MBS broadcast frequency, while the UE can receive the MBS broadcast service when camping on a subset of the possible cell reselection candidate frequencies, e.g. the MBS broadcast frequency belongs to a PLMN different from UE's registered PLMN.

R2-2207036 also proposes to add a NOTE: Example scenarios in which the previous down-prioritisation may be needed includes the cases where camping is not possible on the MBS broadcast frequency, while the UE can receive the MBS broadcast service when camping on a subset of the possible cell reselection candidate frequencies, e.g. the MBS broadcast frequency belongs to a PLMN different from UE's registered PLMN, into section 5.2.4.1 Reselection priorities handling of TS38.304, according to the meeting agreement made by RAN2#118-e. 
For the same issue, in R2-2208085, it suggests a little bit different example as below: 
NOTE 0h: The frequency on which the UE cannot camp, can for example be a downlink only frequency or belong to a PLMN different from the UE's registered PLMN. In such cases the UE may receive MBS broadcast service from a non-serving frequency.
There would be a need to discuss which wording is a way forward during RAN2#119-e.
Proposal 7-1: Confirm if it is ok to adopt the wording of previous RAN2 agreement in TS38.304. 
=>P19: In TS 38.304. change :”1)  The cell reselected by the UE due to frequency prioritization for MBS is providing SIB20;” to “1)  SIB1 scheduling information of the cell reselected by the UE due to frequency prioritization for MBS contains SIB20”;
=>Add to 38304 in 5.2.4.1 a note (the following is the baseline) NOTE: Example scenarios in which the previous down-prioritisation may be needed includes the cases where camping is not possible on the MBS broadcast frequency, while the UE can receive the MBS broadcast service when camping on a subset of the possible cell reselection candidate frequencies, e.g. the MBS broadcast frequency belongs to a PLMN different from UE's registered PLMN.
(if R2-2207036 is agreed as the baseline for TS38.304 CR, this proposal can be removed)
In addition, R2-2208085 suggests to discuss the case if the serving cell does not provide the MBS broadcast session, and both intra- and inter-frequency neighbour cells provide the MBS broadcast session, the UE should perform inter-frequency cell re-selection.

As discussed by R2-2208085, within section 5.2.4.1 Reselection priorities handling of TS38.304, the NOTE 0g says that whether/how to use the frequency info in USD is up to UE implementation:
NOTE 0g: It is up to UE implementation how to use information in USD to determine whether/how to do the frequency prioritization for specific frequency/frequencies included in USD.
R2-2208085 indicated that it is not clear if NOTE 0g is applicable when SIB21 is not present. The case when SIB21 is not present and only frequency info in USD is available was not specified. RAN2 did not agree explicitly whether a single TMGI can be mapped onto multiple frequencies. R2-2208085 also indicated that if multiple frequencies are prioritized, the UE behaviour is not clear. R2-2208085 suggests to support one to many mapping between TMGI and frequencies in one geographical location and also suggests the UE to treat the multiple frequencies equally for the same service.

R2-2208085 suggests the a new wording for NOTE 0g, and the author company of R2-2208085 suggest to use “It is up to UE implementation which frequency to select, when the USD provides multiple frequencies for the service the UE is interested” to replace the previous one during the email discussion of this summary:
NOTE 0g: It is up to UE implementation how to use information in USD to determine whether/how to do the frequency prioritization for specific frequency/frequencies included in USD It is up to UE implementation which frequency to select, when the USD provides multiple frequencies for the service the UE is interested.

However, in RAN2#118e, question 18 of R2-2206380, Report of [AT118-e][030][MBS] CP other, has discussed the Note already (see the following minutes). 
R2-2206380	Report of [AT118-e][030][MBS] CP other	CATT
DISCUSSION 2 Continuation W2 TUE
P14: Change the NOTE 7 in TS 38.304 as below,
NOTE 7: It is up to UE implementation which frequency to select, when the USD provides multiple frequencies for the service the UE is interested.
-	Xiaomi think the Note need no change, the old note is still valid

In rapporteur understanding, although there were sufficient discussions on the issue at last meeting, we can make a second try to see to need to reword Note 0g during RAN2#119-e.
Proposal 7-2: Discuss whether or not to reword NOTE 0g in section 5.2.4.1 of TS38.304 as below: 
NOTE 0g: It is up to UE implementation how to use information in USD to determine whether/how to do the frequency prioritization for specific frequency/frequencies included in USDIt is up to UE implementation which frequency to select, when the USD provides multiple frequencies for the service the UE is interested.
MBS prioritization with slice-based reselection (TS 38.304)
[bookmark: _Toc29245205][bookmark: _Toc37298551][bookmark: _Toc46502313][bookmark: _Toc52749290]In R2-2207554, the slice-based reselection priority was discussed together with MBS prioritization. It is proposed that only slice based reselection priorities are used if UE has received NSAG(s) and their priorities from NAS and UE will not modify reselection priorities due to other causes e.g. MBS/HSDN etc. The following change was proposed for TS38.304 to capture the intention within section 5.2.4.1 Reselection priorities handling: 

When UE is in camped normally state, if it supports slice-based cell reselection and has received NSAG(s) and their priorities from NAS, UE shall derive re-selection priorities according to clause 5.2.4.11 and will not modify reselection priorities due to other causes (e.g. MBS frequency prioritization).
NOTE 0aa: It is up to network implementation to ensure prioritization of services (e.g. MBS) when NSAG priorities are used.

In rapporteur understanding, the above principle should be discussed during RAN2#119-e. 

Proposal 8-1: Discuss if slice-based reselection prioritization should exclude MBS frequency prioritization.

Group Paging for Inactive UE (TS 38.304)
For multicast group paging, the inactive UE needs to move to idle when CN paging is received. However, according to the observation within R2-2207224, if the UE identity is not included in the paging using TMGI, UE cannot distinguish whether it is RAN paging or CN paging. Then, inactive UE cannot determine whether it needs to move to idle state.
As indicated by R2-2207224, in RRC spec, it is captured that inactive UE shall initiate the RRC resume procedure if none of the UE identity allocated by upper layers is received in the paging. That means that there is no need for inactive UE to distinguish RAN paging using TMGI and CN paging using TMGI if the paging using TMGI does not include the UE identity allocated by the upper layers. R2-2207224 proposes to capture the same principle in TS 38.304 for inactive UEs. However one view would be that the current description in TS38.331 may be sufficient. 
Proposal 9-1: Discuss the need to capture Inactive UE behaviour when receiving RAN/CN paging
FG 33-1-1 DCI indicating slot-level repetition for broadcast
As described in R2-228500, in the latest UE feature list in R1-2205607, RAN1 indicates that how to implement FG 33-1-1 is up to RAN2.

	Index
	Feature group
	Components
	Prerequisite feature groups
	Need for the gNB to know if the feature is supported
	Type

	Need of FDD/TDD differentiation
	Need of FR1/FR2 differentiation
	Mandatory/Optional

	33-1-1
	DCI indicated slot-level repetition up to 16 for broadcast MTCH
	Support up to 16 times dynamic slot-level repetition for broadcast MTCH.
	33-1
	Up to RAN2
	Up to RAN2
	Up to RAN2
	Up to RAN2
	Up to RAN2



The prerequisite of FG 33-1-1 is FG 33-1, which is implemented in TS 38.306 clause 5.10 as optional feature without UE capability signalling, as copied below: 
	Definitions for feature

	Broadcast reception
It is optional for UE to support broadcast reception as specified in TS 38.331 [9]. A UE that supports the feature shall also support:
-	4 broadcast MRBs as the minimum number;
-	PDCP 12 bits SN;
-	ROHC with profiles 0x0000, 0x0001 and 0x0002;
-	8 ROHC context sessions;
-	RLC UM with 6 bits SN;
-	RLC UM with 12 bits SN;
-	DRX with long DRX cycle.



As proposed by R2-228500, since FG 33-1-1 is related to broadcast reception in IDLE/INACTIVE, it should be optional feature without UE capability signalling, just as FG 33-1. It should be noted that any optional broadcast feature (including FG 33-1-1) might not be used by gNB if it is not in the supported feature list of broadcast reception (FG 33-1). The reason is that gNB is not aware of whether UEs receiving a particular broadcast MRB support certain feature or not no matter whether the feature is explicitly signalled or not since gNB is not aware which UEs in IDLE/INACTIVE are receiving the broadcast MRB. 
During the email discussion numbered by [Pre119-e][402] on this summary, some companies think this FG 33-1-1 should be separated from FG33-1. In addition, it may be a too strong requirement for the UE to support up to 16 times dynamic slot-level repetition for broadcast MTCH. If RAN2 assumes a UE capability for this FG, it can be used for connected UEs.  
[bookmark: Proposal_FG33_1_1]Proposal 10-1: Discuss if FG 33-1-1 (DCI indicated slot-level repetition for broadcast) can be implemented in TS 38.306 clause 5.10 as an optional feature without UE capability signalling.
Conclusion and Proposal
We have the following proposals:
Easy proposals for online
Proposal 1-1: Restrict the configuration of the value of maxG-RNTI-r17 as 8 (previously it is assumed to be 16). 
Proposal 4-1: For MBS broadcast, the maximum number of ROHC context sessions is set to 4, which is also the number of mandatory capability for MBS broadcast UEs.

Proposals requiring online discussion
Proposal 1-2: Replace IE maxNumberRNTIs-MBS-r17 by two separate IEs maxNumberG-RNTIs-r17 and maxNumberG-CS-RNTIs-r17 and set the values to 8. (This is NBC change but may be ok for UE capability)
Proposal 3-1: Confirm if the discussion simultaneous PDSCH processing capability is taken at RAN2
Proposal 6-1: Confirm if Redcap UE supporting MBS broadcast and multicast can be discussed in the context of Rel-17 MBS.

The following can be discussed online if time allows (with a potential to require more offline)
Proposal 1-3: Discuss whether or not to introduce UE capability of the supported numbers of G-RNTI for broadcast.
Proposal 2-1: Discuss the need to change the current RRC ASN.1 structure to have G-RNTI/G-CS-RNTI configuration per cell
Proposal 3-2: If proposal 3-1 conclude positively, discuss the need to use two separate capability bits for FDM, one for the case “the unicast PDSCH and the group-common PDSCH in a slot are partially overlapping in time domain and non-overlapping in frequency domain” and the other for the case “the unicast PDSCH and the group-common PDSCH in a slot are fully overlapping in time domain and non-overlapping in frequency domain”
Proposal 6-2: Discuss the impact to allow Redcap UE to support MBS broadcast and multicast if Proposal 6-1 conclude positively

Proposal 7-1: Confirm if it is ok to adopt the wording of previous RAN2 agreement in TS38.304.
=>P19: In TS 38.304. change :”1)  The cell reselected by the UE due to frequency prioritization for MBS is providing SIB20;” to “1)  SIB1 scheduling information of the cell reselected by the UE due to frequency prioritization for MBS contains SIB20”;
=>Add to 38304 in 5.2.4.1 a note (the following is the baseline) NOTE: Example scenarios in which the previous down-prioritisation may be needed includes the cases where camping is not possible on the MBS broadcast frequency, while the UE can receive the MBS broadcast service when camping on a subset of the possible cell reselection candidate frequencies, e.g. the MBS broadcast frequency belongs to a PLMN different from UE's registered PLMN. 
(if R2-2207036 is agreed as the baseline for TS38.304 CR, this proposal can be removed)
Proposal 7-2: Discuss whether or not to reword NOTE 0g in section 5.2.4.1 of TS38.304 as below: 
NOTE 0g: It is up to UE implementation how to use information in USD to determine whether/how to do the frequency prioritization for specific frequency/frequencies included in USDIt is up to UE implementation which frequency to select, when the USD provides multiple frequencies for the service the UE is interested.
Proposal 8-1: Discuss if slice-based reselection prioritization should exclude MBS frequency prioritization.
Proposal 9-1: Discuss the need to capture Inactive UE behaviour when receiving RAN/CN paging
Proposal 10-1: Discuss if FG 33-1-1 (DCI indicated slot-level repetition for broadcast) can be implemented in TS 38.306 clause 5.10 as an optional feature without UE capability signalling.
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