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The discussion of [AT119-e][602][MBS-R17] CP other corrections, is a continuation of the discussion, as reported in R2-2208872 for [Pre119-e][402][MBS-R17] CP other corrections, based on the conclusion of the discussion at MBS session on Aug 18 2022 during RAN2#119-e. 

Discussion
Maximum number of G-RNTIs for broadcast
During the first week of RAN2#119-e, RAN2 agreed the maximum number of G-RNTIs/ G-CS-RNTIs for MBS multicast service. One left issue to further consider is the maximum number of G-RNTIs for MBS broadcast service. 
According to the latest feature list from RAN1:
It is up to RAN2 whether/how to introduce the capability for support of N>1 G-RNTIs for broadcast for the UE
In practice, UE may receive more than one G-RNTI for MBS broadcast service. According to the analysis within R2-2208636, on one hand, the network may be beneficial if it can know the maximum number of G-RNTIs that the UE is capable to support for MBS broadcast reception. On the other hand, the network may be able to coordinate its scheduling between unicast and broadcast for the UE based on the information within MII reported by the UE without such UE capability information. Then it is proposed by R2-2208636 to not introduce UE capability for the number of G-RNTIs for MBS broadcast reception. 
During of the email discussion of [Pre119-e][402] Rel-17 MBS CP Other corrections, there are comments raised on this issue, which suggest to define the maximum number of G-RNTIs as one UE capability for MBS broadcast reception, since the total number of RNTIs for DCI monitoring may be limited for one particular UE.
In rapporteur understanding, the current RAN1 discussion actually assumes 1 G-RNTI for UE MBS broadcast reception. During the discussion at RAN1, a majority of companies acknowledged that 1 G-RNTI is sufficient. Then it is not motivated to define additional G-RNTIs for MBS broadcast reception, which would make the UE implementation and network scheduling complicated.  

Question 1: Do companies agree that there is no need to define additional UE capability for MBS broadcast reception in terms of higher number of G-RNTIs?
	Company
	Answer (Yes/No)
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	No need. Such signaled capability if defined will not help, since limitation is not about the number of supported G-RNTI, but other factors in layer 1, e.g., numbers of blind detection.

	vivo
	Yes
	At least the UE doesn’t need to explicitly report the capability, considering the broadcast service is common for all UEs in IDLE/INACTIVE/CONNECTED.

	Ericsson
	Yes, see comment
	We have a similar understanding as vivo, but it would be great if the following understanding could be confirmed (i.e. implicit assumptions in this discussion):
· A broadcast UE is able to monitor 1 G-RNTI per slot, and UEs in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE may be interested to receive multiple sessions, i.e. the NW schedules broadcast data with different G-RNTIs in different slots (the same scheduling is of course used in connected mode). In case MRBs for a session are mapped onto different G-RNTIs, then these MRBs are also mapped onto different slots.
· In connected mode the UE indicates with MII signalling the number of broadcast sessions it is receiving (or interested to receive when they are about to start), in priority order. This means that the NW knows in which slots the UE is monitoring broadcast. Reception of unicast/multicast and broadcast in the same slot is dependent on UE capability, i.e. initial UEs are not expected to support that. 
· The UE indicates whether the UE prioritizes broadcast reception over unicast/multicast reception (or not). This indicates which RNTI the UE is monitoring in the slot in case unicast and PTM DRX overlap. This puts a scheduling requirement on the NW e.g. to schedule broadcast when the unicast and PTM DRX overlap and the UE prioritizes broadcast. In case the NW schedules unicast, and the UE prioritizes broadcast, the UE does not receive the unicast.
· It is not clear to us how the NW would use the priority ordering of the MBS services/sessions in the MII message.

	Kyocera
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Such optional UE capability will be difficult to be used by the network.

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	First, we do not agree with rapporteur’s view “In rapporteur understanding, the current RAN1 discussion actually assumes 1 G-RNTI for UE MBS broadcast reception.” There is no reason for this restriction if UE is capable of monitoring more than one G-RNTI at a time.

We think the capability is useful. Although there is no FDMed MBS services, we think we should introduce the UE capability for the supported numbers of G-RNTI for broadcast, similar to multicast. The total number of RNTIs for DCI monitoring may be limited, including unicast, G-RNTIs for broadcast and G-RNTIs for multicast. So, it may be beneficial for network to know the max number of broadcast RNTIs supported when possible, similar as multicast RNTIs.


	LGE
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Agree
	Since broadcast can be received by UEs in any RRC state, the additional capability (if defined) is not useful to gNB.

	
	
	



Rapporteur summary: 
A clear majority of the companies see no need to define additional UE capability for MBS broadcast reception in terms of higher number of G-RNTIs. Meanwhile, according to the reply, some companies indicates that considering the broadcast service is common for all UEs including idle and inactive UEs, the UE doesn’t need to explicitly report the capability, which may partly answer the comment from Qulacomm. 

Proposal-1: No need to define additional UE capability for MBS broadcast reception in terms of higher number of G-RNTIs.

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. 
Question 2: Do companies agree that the current RRC ASN.1 structure is sufficient to allow the configuration of G-RNTI(s) and G-CS-RNT(s) per cell?
	Company
	Answer (Yes/No)
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	
	Agree with rapporteur analysis, but also fine to follow RAN1 suggestion.

	vivo
	Yes
	No issues are observed. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We do not see a strong reason to make a correction

	Kyocera
	
	We share ZTE’s view, i.e., we’re also fine to follow RAN1’s agreement. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with rapporteur analysis

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	Either way is fine. 

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	??
	The question is confusing. It is quite obvious that the current RRC ASN.1 structure does not support “the configuration of G-RNTI(s) and G-CS-RNT(s) per cell” for multicast. When we say “Yes”, it is not clear whether we are going to support “per cell” configuration or not?
When we say “the current RRC ASN.1 structure is sufficient”, we actually only support “per MAC” configuration.

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	Agree with rapporteur analysis

	Intel
	Yes
	

	
	
	



Rapporteur summary: 
A clear majority of the companies see no need to change the current RRC ASN.1 structure to define the configuration of G-RNTI(s) and G-CS-RNT(s) per cell, since the current per MAC entity configured G-RNTI(s) and G-CS-RNT(s) serves the same purpose. Note that changing ASN.1 structure may lead to NBC changes. 

Proposal-2: Current RRC ASN.1 structure is sufficient to allow the configuration of G-RNTI(s) and G-CS-RNT(s) per cell (no spec change needed for such configuration).

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. 
In particular, R2-2208087 proposes to clarify that the UE should not include MBS frequencies of interest nor MBS services of interest, when it does not support locationAndBandwidthBroadcast in SIB20, if provided.
R2-2208087 proposes to discuss for SCell frequencies: 
Alternative 1: 	Leave it to UE implementation, e.g. add a NOTE in 38.331 to clarify that the UE should not include frequencies of interest in the MII message, for which it expects not to support the required bandwidth. 
Alternative 2: 	The MBS bandwidth is signalled to the UE per frequency (e.g. via service announcement/USD or SIB21) and the UE does not include a frequency/service in the MII signalling when it does not support the required bandwidth.

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.
In particular, R2-2208087 proposes to discuss how to avoid that a UE joins a multicast session, but it cannot receive the session due to bandwidth limitations: 
Alternative 1: 	Leave it to UE implementation, e.g. ask CT1 to add a NOTE in 24.501 to clarify that the UE should not join a multicast session, for which it expects not to support the required bandwidth.
Alternative 2: 	The UE is informed when the session starts and the UE cannot be configured due to UE capability restrictions. 
Alternative 3: 	Ask SA2 to add the required bandwidth per TMGI in the service announcement and ask CT1 to clarify that the UE should not join a session for which it does not support the required bandwidth.

During the first week of RAN2#119-e, RAN2 attempted to discuss the issue for RedCap UE to support MBS. The following minutes and agreement are copied for the purpose of reference. 
DISCUSSION P1-6:
· QCM thinks according to RANP, RedCap can work with Rel-17, but whether changes are needed can be discussed. ZTE asks whether we should now analyse RedCap support for MBS. CATT thinks that acc to RANP there should be no spec effort for RedCap in Rel-17. Nokia agrees with CATT. Ericsson believes that it would be good to consider some additional cases to make it work better (or address the cases where the service cannot be received). Mediatek thinks there is no technical discussion in RANP and that we can make sure it works for RedCap UE. Huawei thinks we can discuss if we identify an essential issue, i.e. it does not work. Huawei does not think issues raised by Ericsson are essential.
=>Discuss further offline on the issue raised in papers for this meeting for RedCap and MBS, e.g. whether they are essential.

Question 3: Do companies agree that there are some essential changes needed to enable the MBS support of Redcap UE?
	Company
	Answer (Yes/No)
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	In RP-221861: "RAN#96 has concluded that Rel-17 specifications do not prevent any UE, including RedCap UEs, to support MBS."

It is clear no more spec impacts shall be introduced for Rel-17.

	vivo
	No
	We think MBS for RedCap UEs can be supported based on the current spec with proper NW configuration. We assume no spec impacts/technical issues are observed for Rel-17.

	Ericsson
	Yes (proponent)
	We agree with the RANP decision that also RedCap UE can support MBS. But RANP did not discuss negative signalling impact when a RedCap UE joins a session or indicates in MII to be interested in a frequency/session, but it cannot receive the session due its bandwidth restrictions. Based on the limited analysis RAN plenary concluded that no further optimizations are needed. 
@ZTE/Kyocera: we think RAN plenary did not analyze the scenario in details. 
@SS/HW: we think there are problems with that approach:
· Multicast: the gNB configures PTM based on the QoS requirements of the session e.g. bitrate. This could mean that the QoS requirements are not met. Furthermore RedCap UEs would set the bar for all the other group members, and determine the session bandwidth/quality, i.e. we are not sure about that. If the gNB has the policy to not adjust the bandwidth then the UE has joined for nothing, and might be confused why it does not receive the session, when the session starts.
· Broadcast: when the RedCap UE is in idle/inactive the gNB is not aware of the RedCap presence and does not adjust the bandwidth. When the RedCap UE is in connected and sends MII the gNB could adjust the bandwidth of the broadcast session (if QoS allows it). But when the RedCap UEs have left connected, the gNB is in the dark again. It is also not clear to us if (a single) UE should set the bandwidth/quality for all UEs (in idle/inactive).

	Kyocera
	No
	We agree with ZTE’s view. 

	Samsung
	No
	We think proper NW configuration can avoid the problematic case. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	At least the identitied issues in this paper are not essential to us. The said “negative signalling” is useful signalling to the network, as the network can use it to properly configure the broadcast bandwidth.

	Futurewei
	No
	Same view as ZTE.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with Huawei

	Nokia
	No
	 Agree with Huawei

	Apple
	No
	We prefer to rely on the NW implementation to avoid the problematic case. 

	Sharp
	No
	The issue can be avoid by proper NW configuration.

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with Huawei.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Same view as ZTE.

	Qualcomm
	-
	It seems to us that these cases are similar to other reasons why UE cannot receive the service it has shown interest and/or joined, and error handling is similar to e.g. upper layers receiving a USD for a band that the UE cannot support. 

We can leave it to UE and network implementations (and our assumption is if nothing is changed, it is left to implementation.)

	LGE
	No
	Agree with Huawei

	Intel
	No
	Agree with ZTE.

	
	
	



Rapporteur summary: 
A clear majority of the companies see no need to have some essential changes to enable the MBS support of Redcap UE. 
Proposal-3: No essential changes are identified to enable the MBS support of Redcap UE (Rel-17).

Question 4: Do companies agree that the MBS support of Redcap UE should be further discussed at RAN2 in the context of Rel-17 MBS if the answer for Q4 is yes?
	Company
	Answer (Yes/No)
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes (proponent)
	Dependent on what RAN2 decides on a way forward, there could be impact on SA4 (add bandwidth to 26.517) and CT1 (UE does not join a multicast session for which it does not support the bandwidth 24.501)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Rapporteur summary: 
The companies that support the changes to enable the MBS support of Redcap UE, agree to discuss the issue in the context of Rel-17 MBS. No proposal is made. 

Question 5: Do companies agree that for Redcap UE to receive MBS broadcast, UE should not include MBS frequencies of interest in MII, when it does not support the MBS bandwidth (e.g., according to the locationAndBandwidthBroadcast in SIB20; or MBS bandwidth signalled to the UE per frequency in USD or SIB21)?
	Company
	Answer (Yes/No)
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Redcap UE only supports up to 20MHz, there may be cases where MBS CFR is larger than 20MHz and then Redcap UE may not be able to receive MBS broadcast. 
We think this is a valid issue but would prefer to take a solution having less AS layer impact for Rel-17 MBS

	ZTE
	No
	As Huawei commented online, such MII is also good for network to be aware and to do better scheduling (e.g., based on the common UE capability) if possible.

	vivo
	No
	No enhancements are required for RedCap MBS UEs (i.e. unified UE behaviour is expected). The MII reporting is just indicating UE’s interests and preferences. The network can appropriately handle the subsequent scheduling (e.g. target cell selection) considering the UE capability.  

	Ericsson
	Yes (proponent)
	If the UE indicates in MII that it is interested in a session, but it cannot receive that session, then it puts unnecessary scheduling restrictions on the network, and the MII signalling is also not necessary. 
We think the UE should not send MII, when it does not support locationAndBandwidthBroadcast in SIB20. This seems kind of obvious to us. This is similar to the case when the UE does not support MBS, it should not send MII. 

	Kyocera
	No
	We share Huawei’s online comment, as ZTE pointed out. 

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with ZTE

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	As we clarified online, the MII reporting was useful to the network to be aware of RedCap UEs and adjust the bandwidth. Thanks to ZTE to clarify this here.

	Futurewei
	No
	Share the Huawei view.

	CATT
	No
	Same view as Huawei

	Nokia
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	We share Huawei’s view.  

	Sharp
	No
	Share Huawei’s view.

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with ZTE and Huawei

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Agree with ZTE

	Qualcomm
	No
	Up to UE whether it wants to include or not while knowing it cannot receive the service at the currently offered BW, because if there are enough RedCap UEs interested, network may change the BW of the offered service (as this is upto the network).

	LGE
	No
	Same view as Huawei

	Intel
	No
	Agree with ZTE.

	
	
	



Rapporteur summary: 
A clear majority of the companies see no need to change the interested frequencies within MII for Redcap UE if it does not support MBS broadcast bandwidth. Instead, many companies think that the MII reporting should be useful for the network to be aware of the presence of RedCap UEs and may adjust the bandwidth to provide MBS broadcast services to them. As can be seen, a clear majority of the companies prefers to resolve the issue via network implementation. 
Proposal-4: It is up to network implementation to ensure the Redcap UE to receive MBS broadcast service with correct MBS broadcast bandwidth assignment (Rel-17).

Question 6: Do companies agree the need to avoid the case where UE joins a multicast but cannot receive the session due to bandwidth limitations? If yes, How?
	Company
	Answer (Yes/No)
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We think this is a valid issue but would prefer to take a solution without AS layer impact for Rel-17 MBS

	ZTE
	No
	There are other possibilities UE can not receive the multicast service even UE successfully joins a multicast session, e.g., lack of radio resources.

No need to optimize for every case. For limited capability UE maybe we can try in Rel-18 but this depends on later discussion.

	vivo
	Comments
	For multicast, we assume NW implementation can handle this (e.g. separate initial RedCap BWP with multicast CFR configuration can be used for multicast reception, at a cost of additional radio resource consumption and worse service requirement guarantee). 
For broadcast, no further optimization for Rel-17 considering the late stage and best-effort delivery of broadcast service. 

	Ericsson
	Yes (proponent)
	SA4 offered a Rel-17 solution in the LS, i.e. to add the bandwidth (MHz) per TMGI (R2-2206977), which was already done for ROM devices (see 26.346). This is indeed a late change, but we think the solution is straightforward and not complicated/huge. When we fix it later, then we will have to life with the (mis)behavior of Rel-17 UEs.
@ZTE: agree. But radio resources should typically be available. Not sure what we can expect from RedCap devices trying to receive MBS sessions, especially when we fix this later, i.e. Rel-17 devices trying to receive high bandwidth sessions that are introduced later. 
@vivo: agree, but this means broadcasting the same session twice with a different bandwidth, i.e. this is not resource efficient. Furthermore this follows the ROM approach, where separate TMGI range/ROM services are defined. We have a more integrated view on RedCap devices, and do not intend to introduce RedCap specific services.   

	Kyocera
	No
	We agree with ZTE’s view. 

	Samsung
	No
	For multicast, NW is aware about Redcap devices. NW is responsible for scheduling of a proper resource to UEs with reduced capability.

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	No
	For Multicast, the network has sufficient information to handle the RedCap UE’s reception, e.g. RedCap UE capaiblity. 
The network can reconfigure a proper bandwidth to the UE if it wants to allow the RedCap UEs to receive multicast. 

	Futurewei
	No
	Network implementation can handle it. Requirement at network is not needed.

	CATT
	No
	Up to NW implementation

	Nokia
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	NW implementation can avoid the problematic case.  

	Sharp
	No
	Same view with Huawei.

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Spreadtrum
	No
	For multicast, the network can handle this issue as it can be aware of the Redcap capability.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Up to UE whether it wants to join a session while knowing it cannot receive the service at the currently offered BW, because if there are enough RedCap UEs interested, network may change the BW of the offered service (as this is upto the network).

	LGE
	No
	NW is responsible for scheduling with proper resources based on the UE capability.

	Intel
	No
	Handing of RedCap UE for multicast reception is up to network implementation.

	
	
	



Rapporteur summary: 
A clear majority of the companies see no need to avoid the case where UE joins a multicast but cannot receive the session due to bandwidth limitations. Many companies share the view that the network has sufficient information to handle the RedCap UE’s Multicast reception, e.g. RedCap UE capaiblity. The network may reconfigure a proper Multicast CFR if it wants to allow the RedCap UEs to receive multicast. As can be seen, a clear majority of the companies prefers to resolve the issue via network implementation.
Proposal-5: It is up to network implementation to ensure the Redcap UE to receive MBS multicast service and whether to avoid the case where UE joins a multicast but cannot receive the session due to bandwidth limitations (Rel-17).
Frequency prioritization for MBS broadcast (TS 38.304)
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, the suggested wording from the author company of R2-2208085 makes things clearer.
Question 7: Do companies agree 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.
	Company
	Answer (Yes/No)
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	vivo
	No
	The current description is fine. We fail to see the motivation as the UE behaviour is not changed and no technical issue is observed. 

	Ericsson
	Yes (proponent)
	We think there are problems with the original wording, i.e. the UE is not well adviced to ignore the frequency info in USD. And it is also not completely up to UE implementation how to use this frequency info, e.g. if there is a single TMGI-Freq mapping, then the UE uses that information.

	Kyocera
	Yes
	We agree with the rapporteur’s view. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We can accept this change.

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	We agree with the rapporteur’s view.

	LGE
	Yes
	acceptable

	Intel
	Yes
	

	
	
	



Rapporteur summary: 
A clear majority of the companies agrees to change NOTE 0g in section 5.2.4.1 of TS38.304 to “It is up to UE implementation which frequency to select, when the USD provides multiple frequencies for the service the UE is interested”.
Proposal-6: Change NOTE 0g in section 5.2.4.1 of TS38.304 to “It 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: _Toc52749290][bookmark: _Toc46502313][bookmark: _Toc29245205][bookmark: _Toc37298551]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 proposed change contradicts the MBS frequency prioritization as specified. 

Question 8: Do companies agree that MBS frequency prioritization procedure should not be impacted by slice based reselection priorities.
	Company
	Answer (Yes/No)
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	We assume that good NW implementation can settle down the proper priorities. 

	ericsson
	See comment
	With the MBS frequency prioritization we went throught the whole exercise to clarify how the UE handles conflicting priorities (dedicated frequency priority and MBS frequency prioritization). But with the new NSAG priorities we say that NW configuration will avoid any conflicts? 

	Kyocera
	Yes
	We think it’s already well-known what the highest priority means, i.e., “the highest priority (i.e., higher than any other network configured priorities)” as stated in TS38.304. So, we don’t think such a concept/understanding needs to be changed. 

In addition, we see a negative impact to the service continuity for MBS in case the MBS frequency cannot be prioritized when the slice-specific cell reselection priority is configured. So, we think the frequency prioritization in such a case should be up to UE implementation as specified in TS38.304, i.e., “the UE may consider that frequency to be the highest priority during the MBS broadcast session.”

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes (proponent)
	@ericsson – this is our understanding that NW can avoid conflict with proper configuration

	Apple
	Comments
	For MBS offline discussion, we should only focus on MBS prioritization with the slice based cell reselection, and leave the other priority impact (e.g. HST prioritization) on the slice based cell reselection in the slicing offline discussion. 

For the MBS prioritization, we are agree that slice based cell reselection should not be impacted by MBS prioritization. 
But for the TP, it should only focus on the MBS prioritization, so it should updated as below:

and will not modify reselection priorities due to other causes (e.g. MBS frequency prioritization).

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Comments
	We think the prioritization among the frequencies which UE considers to be the highest priority frequency (e.g.due to MBS,NSAG,HSDN features) is left to UE implementation.
We wonder how the network can handle this issue via proper configuration. The network can only configure the priority per cell, however, different UEs may have different frequency priority results according to its different services or mobility state. E.g. one UE can deduce the frequency priority for MBS based on its USD information.

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	
	
	



Rapporteur summary: 
A clear majority of the companies agrees that MBS frequency prioritization procedure should not be impacted by slice based reselection priorities.
Proposal-7: MBS frequency prioritization procedure should not be impacted by slice based reselection priorities (No spec change needed to TS38.304).

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. 
In rapporteur understanding, the current description in TS38.331 should be sufficient. We do not need to take redundant text to specify the inactive UE behaviour, since usually RRC Resume procedures are described at RRC. 
Question 9: Do companies agree that the current text in TS38.331 is sufficient to describe the RRC Resume procedure when there is no identify information allocated by upper layers within the group paging message?
	Company
	Answer (Yes/No)
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We should not duplicate the same text in different specs. Furthermore with the proposed change, not all 38.331 requirements are duplicated, i.e. we do not think it gets better. 

	Kyocera
	Yes
	We understand the intention of R2-2207224, but we don’t think TS38.304 needs to capture all the details specified in TS38.331. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	futurewei
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	The current description in TS38.331 is sufficient

	Intel
	Yes
	

	
	
	



Rapporteur summary: 
All companies agrees the current text in TS38.331 is sufficient to describe the RRC Resume procedure when there is no identity information allocated by upper layers within the group paging message.
Proposal-8: the current text in TS38.331 is sufficient to describe the RRC Resume procedure when there is no identity information allocated by upper layers within the group paging message (No spec change needed to TS38.304).

FG 33-1-1 DCI indicating slot-level repetition for broadcast
As described in R2-2208500, 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], 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. 
In rapporteur understanding, it would be beneficial for the network to know the UE capability for broadcast reception with slot-level repetition, which is at least applicable to connected UEs.
Question 10: Do companies agree that FG 33-1-1 (slot-level repetition up to 16 for broadcast MTCH) should be defined as an optional feature with UE capability signalling?
	Company
	Answer (Yes/No)
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No, see comments
	If you want to make this work for UEs in idle/inactive, then it should be added to the minimum requirements. 
We are reluctant whether the NW would switch on repetitions if one UE in connected mode supports it. We think the majority of UEs anyways is in idle/inactive.

	Samsung
	No
	For broadcast, gNB may not be sure if all UEs support the optional features in the coverage. Thus, optional features should be minimized.

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Yes
	No strong view on whether it is an optional feature with or without signalling. It is better to network if it is reported to the network.

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	CATT
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	Nokia
	No
	Similar view with Ericsson – it would become very complex in the NW to handl this if there will be different number of repetitions supported by UEs

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We are fine with the proposal to have it optional with capability signalling.

	LGE 
	No
	Agree with Nokia.

	Intel
	No
	It should be noted that making FG 33-1-1 optional without UE capability does not mandate the support of FG 33-1-1. This is similar to the case that FG 33-1 is optional withtout UE capability, and broadcast reception is not mandatory for Rel-17 UEs.

Making FG 33-1-1 a feature with UE capability signalling is not useful to gNB since broadcast can be received by UEs in all RRC states and gNB is not aware whether UEs in RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE support this feature or not. 

	
	
	

	
	
	



Rapporteur summary: 
The views shown during the discussion on the need to have capability signalling on FG 33-1-1 (slot-level repetition up to 16 for broadcast MTCH) is a bit split. On one hand, FG 33-1-1 applies to the UEs in all RRC states, even though the connected UEs report its capability, gNB is not aware whether UEs in RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE support this feature or not. One the other hand, if this capability is added into the minimum capability for broadcast reception, it will increase the bar for the UE to receive MBS broadcast, which may be not acceptable to low end UE implementation. The rapporteur suggests to define FG 33-1-1 as an optional feature with UE capability signalling, in order to maximize the market potential for MBS broadcast service. 

Proposal-9: FG 33-1-1 (slot-level repetition up to 16 for broadcast MTCH) should be defined as an optional feature with UE capability signalling (To be discussed online).

Conclusion and Proposal
We have the following proposals:

Easy proposal set
Proposal-1: No need to define additional UE capability for MBS broadcast reception in terms of higher number of G-RNTIs.
Proposal-2: Current RRC ASN.1 structure is sufficient to allow the configuration of G-RNTI(s) and G-CS-RNT(s) per cell (no spec change needed for such configuration).
Proposal-3: No essential changes are identified to enable the MBS support of Redcap UE (Rel-17).
Proposal-6: Change NOTE 0g in section 5.2.4.1 of TS38.304 to “It is up to UE implementation which frequency to select, when the USD provides multiple frequencies for the service the UE is interested”.
Proposal-7: MBS frequency prioritization procedure should not be impacted by slice based reselection priorities (No spec change needed to TS38.304).
Proposal-8: the current text in TS38.331 is sufficient to describe the RRC Resume procedure when there is no identity information allocated by upper layers within the group paging message (No spec change needed to TS38.304).

Proposals requiring CB online discusssion
Proposal-4: It is up to network implementation to ensure the Redcap UE to receive MBS broadcast service with correct MBS broadcast bandwidth assignment (Rel-17).
Proposal-5: It is up to network implementation to ensure the Redcap UE to receive MBS multicast service and whether to avoid the case where UE joins a multicast but cannot receive the session due to bandwidth limitations (Rel-17).
Proposal-9: FG 33-1-1 (slot-level repetition up to 16 for broadcast MTCH) should be defined as an optional feature with UE capability signalling (To be discussed online).
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