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1. Introduction

It was decided to have an email discussion on the proposals from R2-1810473 at last Ad-Hoc. Some of proposals (proposal 2 to 4) on the fallback interpretation was handled in separate and the LS based on [1] was sent to RAN1. So in this email discussion, we would like to check companies’ views on the remaining issues raised in R2-1810473. 

[AH1807#14][NR] 38.306 clean up (Intel)


To discuss the proposals in R2-1810473 related to the clean-up of 38.306.


Intended outcome: CR submitted to next meeting

2. Discussion
The L1 UE capability information structure was originally intended to split into RF capabilities in band combination and baseband capabilities in baseband processing combination so baseband processing capabilities are grouped into phy-Parameters. However due to latest agreement made at last RAN2, the intention has gone due to ambiguities to distinction between two, increased signaling overhead and more test efforts. Now the L1 UE capabilities are included in band, band combination and band/band combination agnostic physical parameters without distinction of dedicated band combination and baseband processing capabilities [2]. With the latest UE capability structure, we need to consider how to group parameters into RF-parameters and Phy-Parameters in TS38.306 and it is proposed to group parameters included in featureSets, bandNR and bandCombination into RF-Parameters and only parameters included in Phy-Parameters into Phy-Parameters.   
[Proposal1]: Group parameters included in featureSets, bandNR and bandCombination into RF-Parameters and only parameters included in Phy-Parameters into Phy-Parameters. 
	Company name
	(Yes or No) for proposal 1?
	Comments

	Huawei
	Yes
	We assume by doing so, we still keep the columns to show the granularity of both PHY and RF parameters

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	Proposal itself looks good. In addition, we could consider to define a sub-group for RF parameters to sort them our according to where they are defined, e.g. in featureSets, band NR, etc.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes except for featureSets
	Feature Set contains many non-RF parameters. PHY-parameters should have a broader scope than RF-parameters, so it is safer to use "PHY" in case of any doubt.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Also think it is better to link featureSets to PHY-parameters. In our view, any non-RF belongs PHY.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This will ease finding the feature definitions in 38.306 from 38.331.

Preferably the sub-sections in 306 match the IE structure in 331.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree


· Based on the companies’ inputs, it is proposed to sub-group IEs as follow:
· BandCombinationList parameters 

· MRDC-Parameters
· CA-ParametersNR
· CA-ParametersEUTRA
· FeatureSetDownlink parameters
· FeatureSetDownlinkPerCC parameters
· FeatureSetUplink parameters
· FeatureSetUplinkPerCC parameters
· Phy-Parameters
· BandNR parameters

· Other PHY parameters
· It is proposed to include above all sub-group IEs under PHY parameters and remove dedicated section for RF parameters.
L1 capabilities becomes stable based on the inputs provided by RAN1/4 [3][4]. In the LS when the candidate value sets are indicated in the column of RAN WG recommendation, it doesn’t mention whether optional or mandatory and the current TS38.306 indicates TBD yet. Thus we need discussion on the optionality on those parameters.  
[Proposal5]: RAN2 is asked to discuss how to consider optionality for the L1 parameters/features that have candidate value sets (w/o mentioning optional/mandatory in [3][4]). If not clear, we may need to ask RAN1/4 by sending LS. 
	Company name
	1) Company view on how to consider optionality (i.e. optional or mandatory) for them? 

2) (Yes or No) for the need of LS to check RAN1/4? 

	Huawei
	We have similar concerns. In more details, we have two questions for RAN1 capability, one is that some UE capabilities with value sets did not mention whether they are optional or not, and the other question is that some UE capability with multiple components did not clearly state whether all the components are mandatory present for this UE capability. So we think it would be better to send an LS to RAN1/4 to get a clear view on it.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Hope that this issue is ironed out by RAN1/4 themselves.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Fine to clarify with RAN1/4 via LS.

	MediaTek
	Also fine to LS R1/4, but we anyway expect they are already discussing this.

	Ericsson
	1) Whether mandatory or optional should be decided by RAN1/RAN4 for these parameters

2) Yes for sending LS

	Samsung
	We are fine for sending LS to RAN1/4.

	Nokia
	Indeed we can be proactive and send the LS


· Based on the companies’ inputs, it is proposed to send LS to RAN1/4 for the following clarification:
· How to consider mandatory/optional on the L1 feature that have candidate value sets but w/o mentioning whether it is mandatory or optional?

· How to consider mandatory/optional on the L1 feature with the multiple components that are not clearly clarified whether all components are mandatory/optional? 
In the description of capability parameters in the current TS38.306, it has a column “Per”. Original intention was to provide the information whether it is signaled per UE, band, band combination or baseband processing combination. However now baseband processing combination is gone and some parameters are signaled in multiple places (e.g. max number of MIMO layers is signaled either per band or per feature set downlink/uplink CC. To clean up, it is proposed to define type for UE capabilities and replace the column “Per” by type. 
[Proposal6]: Define the following types for UE capabilities and replace the column “Per” in the field description. 
· Type 1: Parameter per UE

· Type 2: Parameter per band 

· Type 3: Parameter per band combination

· Type 4: Parameter per feature set downlink/uplink 

· Type 5: Parameter per component carrier per feature set downlink/uplink 
	Company name
	(Yes or No) for proposal 6? 
	Comments

	Huawei
	Yes/No
	The new types are OK but we prefer to keep the “Per” column and change the contents to match these new types.  In this case it could be more readable.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	Grouping looks good. However, we prefer the shorter term in the table as Huawei is suggesting.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We support to re-define the column to have clear linking to ASN.1 structure.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This corresponds to the types listed in the LS to RAN1/4 before.

However, we have some change suggestions, partly marked above:

1. Remove “parameter” from “Parameter per band parameter”. 

2. Note that the feature sets are not “per band combination”. They are referred to from a BC but hopefully a feature set is referred to from many BCs.

3. Instead of the numbers (which are difficult to remember) we would prefer abbreviations such as…

UE

Band

BC

FS

FSpB

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	


· Based on the companies’ inputs, it is proposed as follow:

· To include “UE”, “Band”, “BC”, “FS” and “FSPC” in the “Per” column 

In the current TS38.306 has a sub-clause “4.1.3 Max data rate with ue-CategoryDL and ue-CategoryUL”. We had agreement UE category is not needed for EN-DC operation but it was made based on the low-data rate device for SA. However it has not been discussed until now and it is questioned whether we still keep the sub-clause for Rel-15. 
[Proposal7]: RAN2 is asked to discuss whether “4.1.3 Max data rate with ue-CategoryDL and ue-CategoryUL” needs to be kept for Rel-15. 
	Company name
	(Yes or No) for keeping 4.1.3 for SA?
	Comments

	Huawei
	No
	It’s not clear what the use of this section would be without having UE categories.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	We could consider to keep it for reminder, putting an editor’ note on the usage of UE category to be defined in future releases..

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	No
	Can be added in the future when it becomes necessary, e.g. for low-complexity NR category.

	MediaTek
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	Now, it can make confusion.

	Nokia
	No
	We can remove this based on previous agreement


· Based on the companies’ inputs, it is proposed to remove the section 4.1.3 in Rel-15.

3. Conclusion
Based on the email discussion, it is proposed to update TS38.306 as follow: 
[Proposal1a]: It is proposed to sub-group IEs as follow:
· BandCombinationList parameters 

· MRDC-Parameters
· CA-ParametersNR
· CA-ParametersEUTRA
· FeatureSetDownlink parameters
· FeatureSetDownlinkPerCC parameters
· FeatureSetUplink parameters
· FeatureSetUplinkPerCC parameters
· Phy-Parameters
· BandNR parameters

· Other PHY parameters
[Proposal1b]: It is proposed to include above all sub-group IEs under PHY parameters and remove dedicated section for RF parameters.
[Proposal2]: It is proposed to send LS to RAN1/4 for the following clarification:
· How to consider mandatory/optional on the L1 feature that have candidate value sets but w/o mentioning whether it is mandatory or optional?

· How to consider mandatory/optional on the L1 feature with the multiple components that are not clearly clarified whether all components are mandatory/optional?

[Proposal3]: It is proposed to include “UE”, “Band”, “BC”, “FS” and “FSPC” in the “Per” column.
[Proposal4]: It is proposed to remove the section 4.1.3 in Rel-15.
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