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[bookmark: foreword][bookmark: scope]Introduction
This feature lead (FL) summary (FLS) concerns the Rel-17 work item (WI) for support of reduced capability (RedCap) NR devices [1]. Earlier RAN1 agreements for this WI are summarized in [2], which also includes links to earlier FLSs.
This document captures this email discussion on maintenance issues for UE bandwidth reduction for RedCap:
	[109-e-R17_RedCap-01] Email discussion under 8.6.1 for maintenance on UE bandwidth reduction, for issues 1, 2 and 3 under High Priority Proposal 2-1c in the FL summary R1-2205107 – Johan (Ericsson)
· Discussion and decision by May 18



The three issues mentioned above are the following ones:
	1. Clarification of case when initial DL BWP is wider than maximum UE bandwidth, including discussion on center frequency alignment for TDD
· See references [3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, 32]
2. SSB presence in separate initial DL BWP in connected mode for BWP configuration option 1
· See references [5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, 32]
3. Corrections for BWP operation description in 38.213 clause 17.1
· See references [5, 7, 9, 18, 22, 26, 28, 29]



Each one of the issues listed above is treated in its own section in this document. All contributions submitted to agenda items 8.6.1 and 8.6.2 are included in the References section as references [3] – [32]. The final FLS on UE bandwidth reduction from the previous RAN1 meeting can be found in [33].
The feedback forms in this document are tagged and color coded with High Priority or Medium Priority. The aspects that are in the focus of this round of the discussion are furthermore tagged FL1.
FL1 Question: Please consider entering contact info below for the points of contact for this email discussion.
	Company
	Point of contact
	Email address

	MediaTek
	Chiou-Wei Tsai
	cw.tsai@mediatek.com

	vivo
	Xueming Pan
	panxueming@vivo.com

	Nordic 
	Karol Schober
	karol.schober@nordicsemi.no

	Qualcomm
	Jing Lei
	leijing@qti.qualcomm.com

	Apple 
	Hong He
	hhe5@apple.com

	CATT
	Yongqiang FEI
	feiyongqiang@catt.cn

	Spreadtrum
	Huayu Zhou
	huayu.zhou@unisoc.com

	Intel
	Debdeep Chatterjee
	debdeep.chatterjee at intel dot com



1	Issue #1: Clarification of case when initial DL BWP is wider than maximum UE bandwidth, including discussion on center frequency alignment for TDD
Clarification of the case when initial DL BWP is wider than maximum UE bandwidth, including discussion on center frequency alignment for TDD, is discussed in contributions [3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, 32]. This issue was discussed in the previous RAN1 meeting, and the discussion is captured on pages 3-44 in the FLS in [33]. The following agreement was made regarding DL/UL center frequency alignment for TDD:
	Agreement:
· For FR1 and FR2, for TDD, when a (separate or shared) initial DL BWP includes CD-SSB (for FR1 and FR2) and the entire CORESET#0 (for FR1), the center frequencies for the (separate or shared) initial DL BWP and the (separate or shared) initial UL BWP are assumed to be the same.



All main options under discussion (Options 1, 2a and 2b) as listed in the following FL proposal were met with both some support and some opposition.
	[bookmark: _Hlk97041726]High Priority Proposal 2-1-2b: For the case that the initial DL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth, down select between the following options:
· Option 1: A separate initial DL BWP is always configured for RedCap if the initial DL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth.
· Note: For TDD, the center frequencies of the separate initial DL BWP and the initial UL BWP are aligned (in accordance with earlier agreement).
· Option 2a: If a separate initial DL BWP is not configured for RedCap, the RedCap UE continues to use at least the location, bandwidth, SCS, and cyclic prefix of the MIB-configured CORESET#0.
· For TDD, the total frequency span of MIB-configured CORESET#0 and the initial UL BWP does not exceed the RedCap UE maximum bandwidth.
· Option 2b: If a separate initial DL BWP is not configured for RedCap, the RedCap UE continues to use at least the location, bandwidth, SCS, and cyclic prefix of the MIB-configured CORESET#0.
· For TDD, the center frequencies of the MIB-configured CORESET#0 and the initial UL BWP are aligned.



The latest version of the FL proposal addressing this issue was only shared on the RAN1 reflector and it looked like this:
	High Priority Proposal 2-1-2e: For the case that the initial DL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth,
· A separate initial DL BWP is always configured for RedCap if the initial DL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth.
· From RAN1 perspective, if generic parameters (location, bandwidth, SCS, and cyclic prefix) of this separate initial DL BWP are absent, RedCap UE can continue to use the location, bandwidth, SCS, and cyclic prefix of the MIB-configured CORESET#0. Necessity and feasibility of signaling optimizations are up to RAN2.
· Note: For TDD, the center frequencies of the separate initial DL BWP and the initial UL BWP are aligned (in accordance with earlier agreement).



Several contributions [7, 8, 22, 23, 24] propose to use the above FL proposal (Proposal 2-1-2e) as a starting point in this meeting, since there was not enough time to treat it in the previous meeting. Among the other contributions, some [5, 9, 11, 16, 18, 27] lean toward Option 1, some [3, 4, 25] toward Option 2a, and some [20, 29, 32] toward Option 2b.
Some contributions [16, 28] note that the RRC parameter description for initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap in TS 38.331 [34] states that if the parameter is absent then “RedCap UEs use initialDownlinkBWP provided that it does not exceed the RedCap UE maximum bandwidth” and express that no additional agreement or specification change may be needed. One more contribution [11] also argues that the current specifications are enough and that no further optimization is needed, whereas another contribution [3] argues that an agreement is needed to specify the UE behavior for this case. Some contributions [3, 14] note that the analysis for issue #1 may be different for FDD and TDD.
Based on the submitted contributions, the following proposal can be considered. It is the same as Proposal 2-1-2e which was proposed in the previous meeting but not treated then due to lack of time.
FL1 High Priority Proposal 1-1a: For the case that the initial DL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth,
· A separate initial DL BWP is always configured for RedCap if the initial DL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth.
· From RAN1 perspective, if generic parameters (location, bandwidth, SCS, and cyclic prefix) of this separate initial DL BWP are absent, RedCap UE can continue to use the location, bandwidth, SCS, and cyclic prefix of the MIB-configured CORESET#0. Necessity and feasibility of signaling optimizations are up to RAN2.
· Note: For TDD, the center frequencies of the separate initial DL BWP and the initial UL BWP are aligned (in accordance with earlier agreement).
	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	MediaTek
	
	We prefer to take Option 1 as an agreement or simply a conclusion to support the current specification text in TS 38.331. 

	vivo
	Y with modification
	We would like to suggest as following to make it clear that if CORESET#0 is used as the initial BWP of RedCap UEs, then the center frequencies need to be aligned with CORESET#0 and initial UL BWP.
For the case that the initial DL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth,
· A separate initial DL BWP is always configured for RedCap if the initial DL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth.
· From RAN1 perspective, if generic parameters (location, bandwidth, SCS, and cyclic prefix) of this separate initial DL BWP are absent, RedCap UE can continue to use the location, bandwidth, SCS, and cyclic prefix of the MIB-configured CORESET#0 as its separate initial BWP. Necessity and feasibility of signaling optimizations are up to RAN2.
· Note: For TDD, the center frequencies of the separate initial DL BWP and the initial UL BWP are aligned (in accordance with earlier agreement).

	Nordic 
	Y
	Assuming here that if location parameter is missing (not configured), then CORESET#0 location is center-frequency-aligned with initial UL BWP. 

	Qualcomm
	Y
	· A RedCap UE is provided separate IEs for initial DL/UL BWP configurations in SIB. 
· If the RedCap-specific IE for initial DL BWP configurations is not provided, the RedCap UE is not required to decode the IE for initial DL BWP configuration of non-RedCap UE.

	Apple 
	
	To be honest, the sub-bullets are not very clear for us. 
Our understanding on the propsoals is as follows: 
· First, the ‘note’ in 3rd sub-bullet is a high-level principle, which mandates the central freqeuncy of initial DL BWP is always aligned with initial UL BWP, regardless of ‘explicitly’ configured (1st sub-bullet) or implicitly reusing the CORESET #0 (2nd sub-bullet). In other words, the following heavily debated use case is NOT allowed by this proposal, 
· CORESET#0 is NOT central-aligned with initial UL BWP and Redcap-specific initial DL BWP is NOT configured. 
If the understanding above is correct, we support this proposal.    

	CATT
	Y
	We are OK to accept this proposal.

	Spreadtrum
	Y
	1) The current proposal is fine for us. The modification by vivo is better.
2) The purpose is to save the IE overhead. As some companies indicated, the current spec in 38.331 is enough and overhead saving is not to pursue, i.e., if the parameter is absent then “RedCap UEs use initialDownlinkBWP provided that it does not exceed the RedCap UE maximum bandwidth”. And the center frequency alignment is still effective in current agreements and in the spec 213, i.e., the center frequencies are aligned b/w initial DL BWP and initial UP BWP.

	Intel
	
	While this is not our preference and we still think that Option 2b would have been the cleanest solution as described in our tdoc, considering the current situation, we can compromise and accept the FL proposal with the reference to RAN2 removed. 
Also, we do not see a need to spell out “From RAN1 perspective” as it’s a RAN1 decision anyway.
Lastly, the second bullet should be sub-bullet of the first one.
For the case that the initial DL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth,
· A separate initial DL BWP is always configured for RedCap if the initial DL BWP for non-RedCap UEs is wider than the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth.
· From RAN1 perspective, if If generic parameters (location, bandwidth, SCS, and cyclic prefix) of this separate initial DL BWP are absent, RedCap UE can continue to use the location, bandwidth, SCS, and cyclic prefix of the MIB-configured CORESET#0. Necessity and feasibility of signaling optimizations are up to RAN2.
· Note: For TDD, the center frequencies of the separate initial DL BWP and the initial UL BWP are aligned (in accordance with earlier agreement).




2	Issue #2: SSB presence in separate initial DL BWP in connected mode for BWP configuration option 1
SSB presence in separate initial DL BWP in connected mode for BWP configuration option 1 is discussed in contributions [5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, 32]. This issue was discussed in the previous RAN1 meeting, and the discussion is captured on pages 45-72 in the FLS in [33]. Both main options under discussion (Options 1 and 2) as listed in the following FL proposal were met with both some support and some opposition.
	High Priority Proposal 3-1h: Down select between the following options during RAN1#108-e:
· Option 1:
· For FR1, for BWP#0 configuration option 1,
· A RedCap UE in connected mode does not expect to operate in a separate initial DL BWP that does not include CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0.
· For FR2, for BWP#0 configuration option 1,
· A RedCap UE in connected mode does not expect to operate in a separate initial DL BWP that does not include CD-SSB.
· Option 2:
· For FR1, for BWP#0 configuration option 1,
· For a separate initial DL BWP (if it does not include CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0) from RAN1 perspective,
· During a random access procedure in connected mode, RedCap UE does NOT expect it to contain SSB/CORESET#0/SIB.
· For FR2, for BWP#0 configuration option 1,
· For a separate initial DL BWP (if it does not include CD-SSB) from RAN1 perspective,
· During a random access procedure in connected mode, RedCap UE does NOT expect it to contain SSB/CORESET#0/SIB.
· For BWP#0 configuration option 1, upon successful completion of the random access procedure, a RedCap UE supporting FG 6-1 only (but not FG 6-1a) in connected mode is not required to operate on a separate initial DL BWP that does not contain SSB.
· Note: The network may choose to configure SSB or MIB-configured CORESET#0 or SIB1 to be within the respective DL BWP.




Some contributions [7, 8, 22] propose to use the above FL proposal (Proposal 3-1h) as a starting point in this meeting. Among the other contributions, some [9, 14, 16, 29, 32] lean toward Option 1, and some [5, 7, 11, 18, 22, 23, 24, 25] toward Option 2. Some contributions [16, 22, 27] suggest that Option 1 could be adopted for RedCap UEs supporting FG 6-1 and Option 2 for RedCap UEs supporting FG 6-1a.
One contribution [24] points out that RAN2 has agreed that “In connected mode if RA occasions are not configured on the active BWP, RedCap UEs should use the RedCap-specific initial UL BWP, if configured, or else legacy BWP#0”, whereas another contribution [28] proposes to ask RAN2 to ensure that when initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap does not include CD-SSB, a RedCap UE (only supporting FG 6-1) expects to be provided with NCD-SSB until after Msg4.
Some contributions [9, 14, 29] express concerns with the formulation in Option 2 that “For BWP#0 configuration option 1, upon successful completion of the random access procedure, a RedCap UE supporting FG 6-1 only (but not FG 6-1a) in connected mode is not required to operate on a separate initial DL BWP that does not contain SSB”. It may not be clear whether the UE capabilities (FG 6-1/6-1a) are known when they need to be known, or what “required to operate” means, or how the UE is switched back to its ordinary active DL BWP, or whether there is a risk that the UE may in practice be required to transmit or receive data even after random access in a separate initial DL BWP that does not contain SSB. Some contributions, e.g., contributions [7, 20] propose some alternative formulations for Option 2.
FL1 High Priority Question 2-1a: Companies are invited to comment on issue #2 and indicate the preferred option (Option 1 or 2) and potential updates that might address the concerns with current formulations of the options.
	Company
	Option (1/2)
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Option 1
	We would like to again emphasize the potential performance loss and suffering is more significant for UE to support RACH w/o SSB in connected modes than in initial access/idle/inactive. 
In initial access/idle/inactive modes, when UE triggers RACH, RRC (re-)connection request is often transmitted to gNB. Consequently, UE can expect to enter RRC connected mode soon and operate in a BWP w/ SSB. 
But for connected mode, operating on such a BWP w/o any reference signals (no SSB and no TRS) for synchronization implies a potential throughtput loss. Moreover, there is no guarantee from the NW that NW will switch the UE to a BWP with SSB immediately when the UE finishes RACH. Even if NW is willing to provide some warranty (which Option 2 does not provide in our view) or UE is willing to fully trust the NW, when the UE is unforntunately out of coverage during the time duration when it waits NW to configure it, it cannot even trigger a RLF on that BWP because there is no RS for it to perform RLM in the first place! 
Option 2 only says UE does not have to operate on such a BWP once finishing RACH. Firstly, it is not clear what operate means. Maybe proponents can provide more detailed definition or refer to the specification if it is a commonly terminology in the spec. Secondly, this option still does not give any warranty to the UE that it will not stay on the BWP long. 
Observation: If Option 2 is supported, there is no SSB or CSI-RS on the BWP for UE to perform RLM. UE cannot even trigger RLF if it is forgotten by NW or out of coverage of NW. 

	vivo
	Option 1
	If option 1 or option 2 cannot be coverged, we suggest to conclude that there is no concensus to support using the BWP#0 configuration option 1 to configure the separate initial DL BWP for RedCap. As it is also observed by many companies that the usage of the separate initial DL BWP configured by BWP#0 configuration option 1 is quite limited.  

	Nordic 
	Neither
	The problem with both options is that UE currently cannot get NCD-SSB for BWP#0, because the definition of BWP-Option 1 is that BWP#0 is not provided with BWP-DownlinkDedicated.
Making NCD-SSB dependent on BWP-DownlinkDedicated is in fact NOT equivalent to the agreement we made, which says that baseline RedCap UE in RRC Connected expects NCD-SSB. We suggest to adopt TP#8 which will solve also this issue (at least in RAN1) and RAN2 can align with it consequently.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	If BWP#0 configuration option 1 is supported by RedCap UE, it is necessary for the BWP#0 to include CD-SSB. Otherwise, RedCap UEs in connected mode cannot perform L1/L3 measurements and maintain tracking loops in BWP#0.

	Apple 
	
	Open to both Opt.1 and Opt.2. 
Similar as Vivo, if Opt.1 and Opt.2 can NOT be converged, we also suggest to conclude the BWP#0 configuration option 1 is NOT supported for Redcap-specific initial DL BWP to close the discussion in maintainance phase.  

	CATT
	
	If we go with Option 1, at least the following change is needed:
· For FR1, for BWP#0 configuration option 1,
· A RedCap UE supporting FG 6-1 only (but not FG 6-1a) in connected mode does not expect to operate in a separate initial DL BWP that does not include CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0.
· For FR2, for BWP#0 configuration option 1,
· A RedCap UE supporting FG 6-1 only (but not FG 6-1a) in connected mode does not expect to operate in a separate initial DL BWP that does not include CD-SSB.
Otherwise, it is hard to understand why a RedCap UE with FG 6-1a cannot operate in a separate initial DL BWP with BWP#0 configuration option 1.

	Spreadtrum
	Option 2
	For Option 1, we suspect the separate initial DL BWP containing CD-SSB has to be CORESET#0, and in turn NW would not guarantee the center frequency alignment b/w CORESET#0 and the initial UL BWP. If so, the frequent RF retuning is necessary during RACH procedure. It seems dead knot, since some companies do not think the center frequencies of CORESET#0 and the initial UL BWP are aligned.

	Intel
	Option 1
	We support Option 1 as it is the clear option without any ambiguities. 
@Nordic, we do not quite see any implications on NCD-SSB that seems to be alluded to for Option 1. It is simply saying that for BWP #0 configuration Option 1, a UE expects a separate initial DL BWP to include CD-SSB (and entire CORESET #0 for FR1).
@CATT, we are not sure the additions related to FG 6-1/6-1a would make much difference to configuration provided by the gNB. For the scenario at hand, the gNB would need to configure separate initial DL BWP in any case to include CD-SSB (and entire CORESET#0 in FR1) irrespective of UE capability as it likely would not be aware of UE capabilities of FG 6-1a during configuration in SIB1 for separatae initial DL BWP for RedCap UEs.
@Spreadtrum, the center frequency alignment is already guaranteed per following agreement from last meeting.
Agreement
For FR1 and FR2, for TDD, when a (separate or shared) initial DL BWP includes CD-SSB (for FR1 and FR2) and the entire CORESET#0 (for FR1), the center frequencies for the (separate or shared) initial DL BWP and the (separate or shared) initial UL BWP are assumed to be the same.



3	Issue #3: Corrections for BWP operation description in 38.213 clause 17.1
Various corrections for the BWP operation description for RedCap in TS 38.213 clause 17.1 are discussed in contributions [5, 7, 9, 14, 18, 22, 26, 28].
3.1	Text proposal #1
[bookmark: _Hlk102978896]Proposal 6 in contribution [5] has the following motivation for its text proposal for TS 38.213 clause 17.1:
	Reason for change:
	The following RAN1 agreements have not been fully captured in 38.213:

Agreement:
· For FR1,
· For a separate initial DL BWP (if it does not include CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0) from RAN1 perspective,
· If it is configured for random access while not for paging in idle/inactive mode, RedCap UE does NOT expect it to contain SSB/CORESET#0/SIB.
· […]
· […]
· Note: if a separate initial/RRC configured DL BWP is configured to contain the entire CORESET#0, CD-SSB is expected by RedCap UE.
· Note: The network may choose to configure SSB or MIB-configured CORESET#0 or SIB1 to be within the respective DL BWP.
· […]

Agreement:
· For FR2,
· For a separate initial DL BWP (if it does not include CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0) from RAN1 perspective,
· If it is configured for random access while not for paging in idle/inactive mode, RedCap UE does NOT expect it to contain SSB/CORESET#0/SIB.
· […]
· […]
· Note: For SSB and CORESET#0 multiplexing pattern 1, if a separate initial/RRC configured DL BWP is configured to contain the entire CORESET#0, CD-SSB is expected by RedCap UE.
· Note: The network may choose to configure SSB or MIB-configured CORESET#0 or SIB1 to be within the respective DL BWP.
· […]

Agreement:
· […]
· For BWP#0 configuration option 1,
· For FR1,
· For a separate initial DL BWP, for a RedCap UE in connected mode, paging can only be configured if it contains CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0.
· For FR2,
· For a separate initial DL BWP, for a RedCap UE in connected mode, paging can only be configured if it contains CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0.
· […]

Agreement:
· A RedCap UE supports existing applicable mandatory feature(s) that are based on SSB using NCD-SSB (including NCD-SSB based measurements) as mandatory feature(s) in an RRC-configured DL BWP that does not include CD-SSB.
· NCD-SSB is ‘QCL’-ed with CD-SSB when the NCD-SSB and CD-SSB share the same SSB index.
· Note: RAN1 assumes that NCD-SSB is configured by higher layer


	
	

	Summary of change:
	Changes to RedCap UE procedures in Clause 17.1 of TS 38.213.

	
	

	Consequences if not approved:
	RedCap UE procedures that are not consistent with the agreements made in RAN1 during Rel-17. 



Text proposal:
	For an initial DL BWP provided by initialDownlinkBWP in DownlinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB, if a UE monitors PDCCH according to a Type1-PDCCH CSS set and does not monitor PDCCH according to Type2-PDCCH CSS set, the UE assumes that does not expect the initial DL BWP does not to include SS/PBCH blocks orand the CORESET with index 0. If the UE monitors PDCCH according to Type2-PDCCH CSS set, the UE assumes that the initial DL BWP includes a SS/PBCH block and, for SS/PBCH block and CORESET multiplexing pattern 1, the CORESET with index 0 if the UE used the SS/PBCH block to obtain SIB1
-	includes a SS/PBCH block and does not include the CORESET with index 0 if the initial DL BWP does not include the SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain SIB1
For an active DL BWP provided by BWP-DownlinkDedicated, a UE assumes that the active DL BWP includes a SS/PBCH block, unless the UE indicates a capability to operate in the DL BWP without receiving an SS/PBCH block, and does not expect the active DL BWP to include the CORESET with index 0. If the active DL BWP includes a different SS/PBCH block than the SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain SIB1, the former and the latter SS/PBCH blocks have the same quasi-colocation properties when they have the same index. 



FL2 Medium Priority Question 3.1-1a: Companies are invited to comment on TP1.
	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	Nordic
	N
	We do not think there is need in RAN1 spec to differentiate CD and NCD SSB.

	CATT
	Y
	

	Spreadtrum
	N (need clarifications)
	For paging in connected mode for BWP#0 configuration option 1, we do not see the key words on “connected mode” and “BWP#0 configuration option 1”, so we are not sure whether it correly reflects RAN1#108e agreements. And, we are not clear about the intention of “for SS/PBCH block and CORESET multiplexing pattern 1”, which is not mentioned in RAN1#108e agreements.



3.2	Text proposal #2
Proposal 4 in contribution [7] has the following motivation for its text proposal for TS 38.213 clause 17.1:
	After RAN1#107e, the Text for the presence of the SSB in the RRC-configured DL BWP is drafted as follows:
	For an active DL BWP provided by BWP-DownlinkDedicated, a UE assumes that the active DL BWP includes a SS/PBCH block, unless the UE indicates a capability to operate in the DL BWP without receiving an SS/PBCH block, and does not include the CORESET with index 0.


In RAN1#108-e [3], the presence of the SSB in the RRC-configured DL BWP in connected mode was updated in terms of the working assumption.
	Agreement:
· A RedCap UE supports existing applicable mandatory feature(s) that are based on SSB using NCD-SSB (including NCD-SSB based measurements) as mandatory feature(s) in an RRC-configured DL BWP that does not include CD-SSB.
· NCD-SSB is ‘QCL’-ed with CD-SSB when the NCD-SSB and CD-SSB share the same SSB index.
· Note: RAN1 assumes that NCD-SSB is configured by higher layer


Considering this agreement, a “basic” RedCap UE should support the NCD-SSB and the NCD-SSB is QCLed with CD-SSB. According to this agreement and initial round of email discussion, the original Text is updated to the following Text:
	If an active DL BWP includes an SS/PBCH block provided by dedicated RRC configuration and does not include the SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain physCellId in ServingCellConfigCommon, the UE uses the SS/PBCH block [provided by dedicated RRC configuration] to support all Layer-1 UE features that are mandatory without capability signalling as described in [18, TS 38.306]. The SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain physCellId in ServingCellConfigCommon and the SS/PBCH block provided by dedicated RRC configuration have same quasi-colocation properties, if they have the same index.


Some companies suggested differentiating FR1 and FR2 by using multiplexing patterns. We think it may be a misunderstanding in the context of email discussion. Along this way, the Text is finally updated as the follows.
	For an active DL BWP provided by dedicated RRC signalling
· the UE assumes that the active DL BWP includes a SS/PBCH block
· for SS/PBCH block and CORESET multiplexing pattern 1, the UE does not expect the active DL BWP to include the CORESET with index 0
· if the active DL BWP includes an SS/PBCH block provided by dedicated RRC signalling and does not include the SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain [physCellId or SIB] in ServingCellConfigCommon, the UE uses the SS/PBCH block provided by dedicated RRC configuration to support all Layer-1 UE features that are mandatory without capability signalling. The SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain [physCellId or SIB] in ServingCellConfigCommon and the SS/PBCH block provided by dedicated RRC configuration have same quasi-colocation properties, if they have the same index


We think the sentence that “for SS/PBCH block and CORESET multiplexing pattern 1, the UE does not expect the active DL BWP to include the CORESET with index 0” is not necessary. The “but not CORESET#0/SIB” in the agreement can be resolved in RAN2 spec, since RAN2 confirmed the RAN conclusion that RedCap UE monitors paging/SIB only in the initial DL BWP containing CORESET#0.
A RedCap UE in idle/inactive mode monitors paging only in an initial BWP (default or RedCap specific) associated with CD-SSB and performs cell (re-)selection and measurements on the CD-SSB
Furthermore, the “but not CORESET#0/SIB” indeed means no procedure of paging, cell (re-)selection or measurement, which is not suitable to be captured in RAN1 spec. Therefore, we suggest not mentioning “but not CORESET#0/SIB” in 38.213 and keeping the original structure of agreements as follows.
· Connected mode
· BWP#0 configuration option 2
· For the active RRC-configured DL BWP
· The presence of the SSB: It has agreements.
· BWP#0 configuration option 1
· For the active RRC-configured DL BWP (the non-initial DL BWP)
· The presence of the SSB: It has agreements.
· For the legacy initial DL BWP
· The presence of the SSB: containing the CD-SSB as legacy, no spec impact.
· For the separate initial DL BWP
· The presence of the SSB for paging: It has agreements.
· The presence of the SSB for random access: It is TBD (Issue 2).



Text proposal:
	For an initial DL BWP provided by initialDownlinkBWP in DownlinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB, if a UE monitors PDCCH according to a Type1-PDCCH CSS set and does not monitor PDCCH according to Type2-PDCCH CSS set, the UE assumes that the initial DL BWP does not include SS/PBCH blocks or the CORESET with index 0. If the UE monitors PDCCH according to Type2-PDCCH CSS set, the UE assumes that the initial DL BWP 
-	includes a SS/PBCH block and the CORESET with index 0 if the UE used the SS/PBCH block to obtain SIB1
-	includes a SS/PBCH block and does not include the CORESET with index 0 if the initial DL BWP does not include the SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain SIB1
For an initial DL BWP provided by initialDownlinkBWP in DownlinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB [without the dedicated RRC configuration], if a UE in RRC_CONNECTED state monitors PDCCH according to Type2-PDCCH CSS set, the UE assumes that the initial DL BWP includes [an SS/PBCH block that the UE used to obtain ServingCellConfigCommonSIB or physCellId in ServingCellConfigCommon], and for operation in FR1 includes the CORESET with index 0, unless the UE indicates a capability to operate otherwise.
For an active DL BWP provided by BWP-DownlinkDedicated, 
· aA UE that supports all Layer-1 UE features that are mandatory without capability signalling assumes that the active DL BWP includes a SS/PBCH block, unless the UE indicates a capability to operate in the DL BWP without receiving an SS/PBCH block, and does not include the CORESET with index 0.
· If the active DL BWP includes [an SS/PBCH block provided by higher layer parameter ncd-SSB] and does not include [the SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain ServingCellConfigCommonSIB or physCellId in ServingCellConfigCommon], the UE uses [the SS/PBCH block provided by higher layer parameter ncd-SSB]. [The SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain ServingCellConfigCommonSIB or physCellId in ServingCellConfigCommon] and [the SS/PBCH block provided by higher layer parameter ncd-SSB] have same quasi-colocation properties, if they have the same index



FL2 Medium Priority Question 3.2-1a: Companies are invited to comment on TP2.
	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	Nordic
	N
	“For an RRC-configured active DL BWP in connected mode”
MIB or SIB1 is also RRC as it is part of 38.331, therefore we cannot agree with the statemement that initial DL BWP is excluded from the agreement,  i.e.
· For the active RRC-configured DL BWP (the non-initial DL BWP)

 



	
	
	

	
	
	



3.3	Text proposal #3
Proposal 8 in contribution [9] has the following motivation for its text proposal for TS 38.213 clause 17.1:
	Reason for change: 
1. The conclusion made in RAN#94-e meeting that Rel-17 RedCap UE in idle/inactive mode only use CD-SSB in an initial BWP to monitor paging has not been captured. 
2. The following agreements made in RAN1#108-e meeting has not been captured.
Agreement:
· A RedCap UE supports existing applicable mandatory feature(s) that are based on SSB using NCD-SSB (including NCD-SSB based measurements) as mandatory feature(s) in an RRC-configured DL BWP that does not include CD-SSB.
· NCD-SSB is ‘QCL’-ed with CD-SSB when the NCD-SSB and CD-SSB share the same SSB index.
· Note: RAN1 assumes that NCD-SSB is configured by higher layer

3. The description for CD-SSB and NCD-SSB, and BWP#0 configuration option 1 are not accurate.
Summary of change: 
1. Capture above conclusion and agreements in clause 17.1.
2. Correct the description for CD-SSB and NCD-SSB, and BWP#0 configuration option 1 based on TS 38.331.
Consequences if not approved: Incomplete support for UEs with reduced capabilities in NR. 



Text proposal:
	For an initial DL BWP provided by initialDownlinkBWP in DownlinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB, if a UE is not provided with BWP-DownlinkDedicated for the BWP and the UE monitors PDCCH according to a Type1-PDCCH CSS set and does not monitor PDCCH according to Type2-PDCCH CSS set, the UE assumes that the initial DL BWP does not includes SS/PBCH blocks the UE used to obtain a CORESET for Type0-PDCCH CSS set and for SS/PBCH block and CORESET multiplexing pattern 1 includes or the CORESET with index 0. If the UE monitors PDCCH according to Type2-PDCCH CSS set, the UE assumes that the initial DL BWP 
-	includes a SS/PBCH block and the CORESET with index 0 if the UE used the SS/PBCH block to obtain SIB1
-	includes a SS/PBCH block and does not include the CORESET with index 0 if the initial DL BWP does not include the SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain SIB1
For an active DL BWP provided by BWP-DownlinkDedicated, a UE assumes that the active DL BWP includes a SS/PBCH block, unless the UE indicates a capability to operate in the DL BWP without receiving an SS/PBCH block, and for SS/PBCH block and CORESET multiplexing pattern 1 does not include the CORESET with index 0.

If the active DL BWP includes an SS/PBCH block provided by NonCellDefiningSSB and does not include the SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain a CORESET for Type0-PDCCH CSS set in ServingCellConfigCommon, the UE uses the SS/PBCH block provided by NonCellDefiningSSB to support all mandatory UE features that are based on SS/PBCH block. The SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain a CORESET for Type0-PDCCH CSS set in ServingCellConfigCommon and the SS/PBCH block provided by NonCellDefiningSSB have same quasi-colocation properties, if they have the same index



FL2 Medium Priority Question 3.3-1a: Companies are invited to comment on TP3.
	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	Nordic
	Partly, yes
	The change to remove TYPE2 text is OK, but TP does not solve the ISSUE#2


	CATT
	Y
	This can be jointly considered with TP1.

	Spreadtrum
	N (need the clarifications)
	The similar comments for TP#1.
For RAR in connected mode for BWP#0 configuration option 1, it should wait for the conclusion of Issue#2.



3.4	Text proposal #4
Proposal 3 in contribution [14] has the following motivation for its text proposal for TS 38.213 clause 17.1:
	According to the current text, restricting the separate initial UL BWP to be smaller than or equal to the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth (which was agreed in RAN1 106-e and is copied as below) is missing. Thus, the current specification text should be updated to reflect this point. 

	Agreement:
Confirm the following working assumption from RAN1#105-e regarding RACH occasions.
· For enabling/supporting that the RACH occasion (RO) associated with the best SSB falls within the RedCap UE bandwidth, support separate initial UL BWP for RedCap UEs (which is not expected to exceed the maximum RedCap UE bandwidth), and this separate initial UL BWP for RedCap includes ROs for RedCap UEs.
· Note: these ROs can be dedicated for RedCap UEs or shared with non-RedCap UEs.




In addition, according to the RedCap CR of 38.331[2] as indicated below, there is no definition of DownlinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB and UplinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB dedicated for RedCap. RedCap would reuse the IE of UplinkConfigCommonSIB and DownlinkConfigCommonSIB for UL/DL configuration. As for the configuration of separate initial UL BWP and initial DL BWP, new IE initialUplinkBWP-RedCap and initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap are defined, respectively. Considering this point, terminology and signalling structure should be aligned across different specifications. 

	DownlinkConfigCommonSIB information element
-- ASN1START
-- TAG-DOWNLINKCONFIGCOMMONSIB-START

DownlinkConfigCommonSIB ::=     SEQUENCE {
    frequencyInfoDL                 FrequencyInfoDL-SIB,
    initialDownlinkBWP              BWP-DownlinkCommon,
    bcch-Config                         BCCH-Config,
    pcch-Config                         PCCH-Config,
    ...,
    [[
    initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap-r17    BWP-DownlinkCommon                                     OPTIONAL      -– Need R
    ]]
}

UplinkConfigCommonSIB information element
-- ASN1START
-- TAG-UPLINKCONFIGCOMMONSIB-START

UplinkConfigCommonSIB ::=               SEQUENCE {
    frequencyInfoUL                         FrequencyInfoUL-SIB,
    initialUplinkBWP                        BWP-UplinkCommon,
    timeAlignmentTimerCommon                TimeAlignmentTimer
}

UplinkConfigCommonSIB-v17xy ::=          SEQUENCE {
    initialUplinkBWP-RedCap-r17          BWP-UplinkCommon                                OPTIONAL   -- Need R
}


-- TAG-UPLINKCONFIGCOMMONSIB-STOP
-- ASN1STOP




 



Text proposal:
	A UE expects the initial DL BWP and the active DL BWP after the UE (re)establishes dedicated RRC connection to be smaller than or equal to the maximum DL bandwidth that the UE supports. A UE can be provided a DL BWP by initialDownlinkBWP  initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap  in  DownlinkConfigCommonSIB DownlinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB, and an UL BWP by initialUplinkBWP initialUplinkBWP-RedCap  in UplinkConfigCommonSIB UplinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB. If initialUplinkBWP in UplinkConfigCommonSIB indicates an UL BWP that is larger than a maximum UL BWP that a UE supports, the UE expects to be provided an UL BWP by initialUplinkBWP-RedCap  initialUplinkBWP in UplinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB UplinkConfigCommonSIB , that is smaller than or equal to the maximum UL bandwidth that the UE supports .
A UE can be provided by BWP-DownlinkDedicated a DL BWP, other than the initial DL BWP. A UE can be provided by BWP-UplinkDedicated an UL BWP, other than the initial UL BWP, that is smaller than or equal to the maximum UL bandwidth that the UE supports. 



FL2 Medium Priority Question 3.4-1a: Companies are invited to comment on TP4.
	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	Nordic
	Wait
	This clarification can be completed when ISSUE#1 is resolved.

	Spreadtrum
	Wait
	Share the similar view as Nordic

	
	
	



3.5	Text proposal #5
Proposal 3 in contribution [18] has the following motivation for its text proposal for TS 38.213 clause 17.1:
	Next, we discuss corrections to the text in TS 38.213 based on the following considerations. Some of the RedCap parameter names used in TS 38.213 are not aligned with how the RedCap-specific configurations are defined in TS 38.331. Specifically, a separate initial DL BWP (initialDownlinkBWP) and initial UL BWP (initialUplinkBWP) are not configured, for RedCap UEs in new DownlinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB and UplinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB IEs, respectively. Rather, a new initial DL BWP IE (initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap) and a new initial UL BWP IE (initialUplinkBWP-RedCap) are defined in the legacy downlink and uplink common configuration IEs DownlinkConfigCommonSIB and UplinkConfigCommonSIB, respectively.

The name and use of the parameter for enabling/disabling frequency hopping for PUCCH transmission in TS 38.213 is not aligned with the definition and description in TS 38.331. Specifically, frequency hopping is disabled not by providing disable-FH-PUCCH (which is not defined) but rather by omitting the parameter intra-SlotFH.

Another parameter name misalignment issue is related to how the configuration for 4-step or 2-step RACH is provided to the RedCap UE. According to the current specification text in TS 38.213, the RedCap UE is provided RACH-ConfigCommon-RedCap or RACH-ConfigCommonTwoStepRA-RedCap. This suggests that separate RACH configurations are provided for RedCap UEs and non-RedCap UEs in BWP-UplinkCommon configured with the legacy initialUplinkBWP IE. This may cause some confusion, however, since according to the specification in TS 38.331, the RACH configurations for a RedCap UE are provided in rach-ConfigCommon or msgA-ConfigCommon in BWP-UplinkCommon configured for the separate UL BWP by initialUplinkBWP-RedCap.




Text proposal:
	A UE expects the initial DL BWP and the active DL BWP after the UE (re)establishes dedicated RRC connection to be smaller than or equal to the maximum DL bandwidth that the UE supports. A UE can be provided a DL BWP by initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap in DownlinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB, and an UL BWP by initialUplinkBWP-RedCap in UplinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB. If initialUplinkBWP in UplinkConfigCommonSIB indicates an UL BWP that is larger than a maximum UL BWP that a UE supports, the UE expects to be provided an UL BWP by initialUplinkBWP-RedCap in UplinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB.
A UE can be provided by BWP-DownlinkDedicated a DL BWP, other than the initial DL BWP. A UE can be provided by BWP-UplinkDedicated an UL BWP, other than the initial UL BWP, that is smaller than or equal to the maximum UL bandwidth that the UE supports. 
If a UE is provided RACH-ConfigCommon-RedCap or RACH-ConfigCommonTwoStepRA-RedCap, the UE uses corresponding parameters to perform the procedures in clauses 8.1, 8.1A, and 8.3; otherwise, the UE uses corresponding parameters from RACH-ConfigCommon or RACH-ConfigCommonTwoStepRA.If a UE is provided an UL BWP by initialUplinkBWP-RedCap in UplinkConfigCommonSIB and is provided rach-ConfigCommon or msgA-ConfigCommon in BWP-UplinkCommon for this UL BWP, the UE uses corresponding parameters to perform the procedures in clauses 8.1, 8.1A, and 8.3; otherwise, the UE uses corresponding parameters from rach-ConfigCommon or msgA-ConfigCommon in BWP-UplinkCommon for the UL BWP provided by initialUplinkBWP.
If a UE is provided initialUplinkBWP-RedCap in UplinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB and does not have dedicated PUCCH resource configuration, the UE transmits PUCCH with HARQ-ACK information as described in clause 9.2.1 using a PUCCH resource set provided by pucch-ResourceCommonRedCap, except that frequency hopping for the PUCCH transmission is disabled if the field intra-SlotFH is not present disable-FH-PUCCH is provided in PUCCH-ConfigCommonRedCap. If frequency hopping of the PUCCH transmission is disabled then, for the PUCCH transmission, the UE determines the initial cyclic shift index in the set of initial cyclic shift indexes as  and determines the PRB index as
-	, if BWP-part = 'FromLowerEdge'
-	, otherwise
where  is provided by additional-RB-Offset, if provided; otherwise, 



FL2 Medium Priority Question 3.5-1a: Companies are invited to comment on TP5.
	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	Nordic 
	Y
	

	CATT
	Y
	

	
	
	



3.6	Text proposal #6
Section 2.2 in contribution [22] has the following motivation for its text proposal for TS 38.213 clause 17.1:
	In draft CR 38.213, existing text about SSB transmission when paging is configured is as below.
If the UE monitors PDCCH according to Type2-PDCCH CSS set, the UE assumes that the initial DL BWP 
-	includes a SS/PBCH block and the CORESET with index 0 if the UE used the SS/PBCH block to obtain SIB1
-	includes a SS/PBCH block and does not include the CORESET with index 0 if the initial DL BWP does not include the SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain SIB1
In last round of discussion on CR, there has been no consensus on how to capture SSB transmission for paging reception in separate initial DL BWP for BWP#0 configuration option 1 and option 2.



Text proposal:
	If the UE monitors PDCCH according to Type2-PDCCH CSS set, the UE assumes that the initial DL BWP 
-	includes a SS/PBCH block and the CORESET with index 0 if the UE used the SS/PBCH block to obtain SIB1.
· includes a SS/PBCH block and does not include the CORESET with index 0 if the initial DL BWP does not include the SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain SIB1. for an initial DL BWP provided by initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap-r17 in DownlinkConfigCommonSIB and with BWP-DownlinkDedicated in RRC_CONNECTED mode, if the initial DL BWP does not include the SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain SIB1 and the CORESET with index 0, the UE assumes that the initial DL BWP includes a SS/PBCH block, unless the UE indicates a capability to operate in the DL BWP without receiving an SS/PBCH block and does not include the CORESET with index 0.
· for other cases of initial DL BWP, the UE assumes that the initial DL BWP includes a SS/PBCH block and the CORESET with index 0 if the UE used the SS/PBCH block to obtain SIB1.




FL2 Medium Priority Question 3.6-1a: Companies are invited to comment on TP6.
	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	Nordic 
	N
	Again, we think there is no need to differentiate CD and NCD SSB in RAN1

	Spreadtrum
	N (need the clarifications)
	The similar comments for TP#1.

	
	
	



3.7	Text proposal #7
Proposal 1 in contribution [26] has the following motivation for its text proposal for TS 38.213 clause 17.1:
	Reason for change:
	1. Current specification does not clearly describe, when the RedCap UE is provided the initial DL BWP by the separate initial DL BWP configuration if the RedCap UE receives the separate initial DL BWP configuration in SIB1 and the separate DL BWP does not include the CORESET#0. 
2. Current specification does not clearly describe, when the RedCap UE is provided the initial UL BWP by the separate initial UL BWP configuration if RedCap UE receives the separate initial UL BWP configuration in SIB1. 


	
	

	Summary of change:
	1.Clarify that if RedCap UE receives the seperate initial DL BWP configuration in SIB1 and the separate initial DL BWP does not include the CORESET#0, the RedCap UE is provided the initial DL BWP by the separate initial DL BWP configuration upon and after the initiation of the random access procedure. 
2. Clarify that if RedCap UE receives the seperate initial UL BWP configuration in SIB1, the RedCap UE is provided the initial UL BWP by the separate initial UL BWP configuration. 

	
	

	Consequences if not approved:
	1.It is unclear when the RedCap UE is provided the initial DL BWP by the separate initial DL BWP configuration if the separate initial DL BWP does not include the CORESET#0. 
2. It is unclear when the RedCap UE is provided the initial UL BWP by the separate initial UL BWP configuration. 



Text proposal:
	A UE expects the initial DL BWP and the active DL BWP after the UE (re)establishes dedicated RRC connection to be smaller than or equal to the maximum DL bandwidth that the UE supports. A UE can be provided a DL BWP by initialDownlinkBWP in DownlinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB, and an UL BWP by initialUplinkBWP in UplinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB. If a UE is provided the DL BWP by initialDownlinkBWP in DownlinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB not including the CORESET with index 0, the UE is provided an initial DL BWP by the initialDownlinkBWP in DownlinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB upon initiation of the physical random access procedure. If a UE is provided initialUplinkBWP in UplinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB, the UE is provided an initial UL BWP by the initialUplinkBWP in UplinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB. If initialUplinkBWP in UplinkConfigCommonSIB indicates an UL BWP that is larger than a maximum UL BWP that a UE supports, the UE expects to be provided an UL BWP by initialUplinkBWP in UplinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB.
A UE can be provided by BWP-DownlinkDedicated a DL BWP, other than the initial DL BWP. A UE can be provided by BWP-UplinkDedicated an UL BWP, other than the initial UL BWP, that is smaller than or equal to the maximum UL bandwidth that the UE supports.



FL2 Medium Priority Question 3.7-1a: Companies are invited to comment on TP7.
	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	Nordic 
	Wait
	This seems to address ISSUE#1.

	Spreadtrum
	Wait
	Share the similar view as Nodic

	
	
	



3.8	Text proposal #8
Proposal 4 in contribution [28] has the following motivation for its text proposal for TS 38.213 clause 17.1:
	In our opinion, SSB presence shall not be dependent on TYPE-2 CSS being configured for BWP or not. At the same time, it should not depend on whether BWP has been configured with BWP-DownlinkDedicated or not (as in current spec). Instead, based on agreements (“For an RRC-configured active DL BWP in connected mode (if it does not include CD-SSB and the entire CORESET#0) from RAN1 perspective”) it should depend on whether UE is RRC connected or not. When it comes to paging, RAN1 should leave capturing of current RAN1 paging agreements to RAN2.
Proposal: 
· Send LS to kindly ask RAN2 to capture the following:
· in IDLE/Inactive mode UE monitors paging within CORESET#0 by MIB
· in RRC connected mode paging can be monitored in any active BWP (as in legacy)
· Adopt the following text proposal that
· removes paging aspects from RAN1 specification
· clarifies agreed condition under which SSB is expected by UE




Text proposal:
	For an initial DL BWP provided by initialDownlinkBWP-RedCap if the BWP does not include CORESET with index 0 and UE does not monitor PDCCH candidates for DCI formats with CRC scrambled by a C-RNTI, UE assumes that the BWP does not include SS/PBCH block.   initialDownlinkBWP in DownlinkConfigCommonRedCapSIB, if a UE monitors PDCCH according to a Type1-PDCCH CSS set and does not monitor PDCCH according to Type2-PDCCH CSS set, the UE assumes that the initial DL BWP does not include SS/PBCH blocks or the CORESET with index 0. If the UE monitors PDCCH according to Type2-PDCCH CSS set, the UE assumes that the initial DL BWP 
-	includes a SS/PBCH block and the CORESET with index 0 if the UE used the SS/PBCH block to obtain SIB1
-	includes a SS/PBCH block and does not include the CORESET with index 0 if the initial DL BWP does not include the SS/PBCH block the UE used to obtain SIB1
If a UE monitors PDCCH candidates for DCI formats with CRC scrambled by a C-RNTI, for an active DL BWP provided by BWP-DownlinkDedicated, a UE assumes that the active DL BWP includes a SS/PBCH block, unless the UE indicates a capability to operate in the DL BWP without receiving an SS/PBCH block, and does not include the CORESET with index 0.



FL2 Medium Priority Question 3.8-1a: Companies are invited to comment on TP8.
	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	Nordic 
	Wait
	This has two aspects included
· Removing paging stuff from RAN1 similar to TP#3
· Removing dependency on BWP-DownlinkDedicated, to align RAN1 specification to RAN1 agreement. And solving also Issue #2 
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