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1	Introduction 
This is to summarize the following email discussion.
[Post109bis-e][921][NR15] CRs for FR2 CA Fallback (Apple) 
	Scope: Based on R2-2002803, R2-2002804, produce CRs that can be technically endorsed. 
Intended outcome: Endorsable CRs
Deadline: Next Meeting

2   Discussion
During the email discussion, the following comments are received before the final version of CR(s) are submitted.





	No.
	Section in CR
	Comments from companies
	Response from Rapporteur

	1
	[Ericsson] On 38.331/38.306 CR cover sheet

	Ericsson: We believe that the prase "a UE can fall back" has given rise to a lot of confusion. Hence we prefer to change to a simpler approach: 
"According to the LSin R4-1910239 from RAN4, a terminal which supports CA or DC band combinationsconfigurations, which include FR2 intra-band CA combinations with multiple subblocks, where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination, is not only required to support all possible fallback combinations resulting in a single FR2 carrier but can directly fall back to a single FR2 carrier.
	Accepted.


	2
	[Ericsson] On 38.331/38.306 CR cover sheet

	Suggest to remove “Deactivating carriers within the CA or DC combination is still possible.”.
[Ericsson]: We think this sentence causes some confusion. Since there is no actual change on the activation/deactivation mechanism, this sentence could as well be removed.
	Accepted.


	3
	[Ericsson] On 38.331/38.306 CR cover sheet

	Suggest to remove “impact analysis” as this is Rel-16 CR.
	Accepted.


	4
	[OPPO] On 38.331/38.306 CR cover sheet impact analysis

	Comment on “MR-DC” that “It should be NE-DC since (NG)EN-DC are included. NR DC is missed here”
	Impact analysis is removed as commented by Ericsson.


	5
	[Ericsson] On 38.331/38.306 CR cover sheet

	Same changes to the “consequence if not approved”, as 1 and 2.
	Accepted.

	6
	[Ericsson] On 38.331 CR Section 5.6.1.4 (procedure)

	Simplify the procedure, e.g.:
1) Remove the newly introduced “candidate FR2 fallback exception band combinations”;
2) Remove the new procedure:
1>if the network included the requestFR2-CA-FallbackException field:
      2>	compile a list of “candidate FR2 fallback exception band combinations”;
      2> move FR2 fallback exception band combinations from the list of “candidate band combinations" to the list of “candidate FR2 fallback exception band combinations”; 
3) Remove the new note:
NOTE 5:	The list of FR2 fallback exception band combinations are the FR2 intra-band NR CA or MR DC band combinations on which UE is only required to support directly fall back to a single FR2 carrier in the NR.
	1) Not accepted. Rapporteur explained The main reason we have a separate “candidate FR2 fallback exception band combination” is because for the legacy one, UE should remove all the fallback BC. But for the new container, UE can carry a higher order BC (say A+B+C+D) and lower order BC (A+B+C) together, with same UE capability for lower order BC (A+B+C) part.
2) The procedure is merged to the paragraph, as suggested by OPPO.
3) Accepted.

	7
	[OPPO] On 38.331 CR Section 5.6.1.4 (procedure)
	Suggest to merge the new procedure into the paragraph above.
[OPPO]: Maybe this part should be inserted into previous paragraph so that R16 UE can compile one additional exceptional BC list. Then we can keep candidate band combinations the same meaning for both R15 and R16 UE
	Accepted

	8
	[OPPO] On 38.331 CR Section 5.6.1.4 (procedure)
	Suggest to split the following procedure into two lists.
2>	include into supportedBandCombinationList in the rf-Parameters and the rf-ParametersNR-FR2-CA-Fallback as many NR-only band combinations as possible from the list of "candidate band combinations" and “candidate FR2 fallback exception band combinations”, starting from the first entry;

	Keep the original version proposed by rapporteur.

	9
	[Ericsson] On 38.331 CR Section 6.2.2
UECapabilityEnquiry
	Suggest to change the new filter into CapabilityRequestFilterCommon
[Ericsson]: Instead of including it here, we should include this request under UE-CapabilityRequestFilterCommon above - this will make sure that an eNB can request it, and that a proper echo back of this filter is in place. Even if we would go by the approach shown here, we should add change marks to the nonCriticalExtension i.e. OCTET STRING (UECapabilityEnquiry-v16xz-IEs); and add -r16 suffix in requestFR2-CA-FallbackException. 
Moreover, it would be cleaner to have a field description for this field instead of including complexity in the 5.6.1.4 procedures. A possible field description could be:
“Only if this field is present, the UE shall indicate support for exceptional band combinations on which only fallback band combinations resulting in a single FR2 carrier are supported. For NR band combinations, if requested, the UE includes exceptional NR band combinations in rf-ParametersNR-FR2-CA-Fallback. For (NG)EN-DC and NE-DC band combinations, if requested, the UE includes exeptional (NG)EN-DC and/or NE-DC band combinations in rf-ParametersMRDC-FR2-CA-Fallback.”
	Accepted.

	10
	[OPPO] On 38.331 CR Section 6.2.2
RF-Parameters IE/ RF-ParametersMRDC-FR2-CA-FallbackException  
	Suggest to remove “supportedBandCombinationList-v1550” as it only carries dummy IE.
	Accepted.

	11
	[OPPO] On 38.331 CR Section 6.3.3
UE-MRDC-Capability/ UE-NR-Capability
	Clarify that the FR2 fallback in one cell group does not impact the other cell group.
[OPPO]: I guess single FR2 carrier should be limited to MCG or SCG where FR2 CA are configured i.e. other cell group where no FR2 CA is configured should not be impacted. But it is not so clear here
[Ericsson feedback]: The RAN4 LS implies that any band combination, containing the FR2 CA case mentioned by RAN4, may be subject to such restriction. This would include the case of NR-DC with MCG in FR1 and SCG in FR2, where the UE would only support a single FR2 carrier (i.e. it would not support the configured FR1 carriers in MCG). 
If the UE would want to indicate that it supports a band combination with the same MCG configuration in FR1 (as in the case above), and a single carrier in FR2, it can simply include a corresponding band combination in the legacy band combination list.
	Rapporteur: The intention is aligned with OPPO’s comment. In this case, “UE can only fallback to one single carrier on FR2” means for intra-band FR2 SCG, UE only fallbacks to one single carrier. But the MCG part is not impacted. Otherwise, UE is not able to support DC anymore.



	12
	[OPPO] On 38.331 CR Section 6.3.3
Field description in UE-MRDC-Capability/ UE-NR-Capability
	[OPPO]: To add “in the featureSetCombinations list”
	Accepted.

	13
	[Ericsson] On 38.331 CR Section 6.3.3
Field description in UE-MRDC-Capability/ UE-NR-Capability
	The field description could be clarified as below. It may suffice to add a reference to RAN4 specifications (“[REF]” for now below) once we get a reply to the LS, since we asked about how RAN4 intends to define such exceptional band combinations. 

A list of band combinations that the UE supports for MR-DC, on which the UE only supports fallback band combinations resulting in a singler FR2 carrier. The band combinations that are allowed to be reported in this list are defined in [REF].  does not support all the fallback comnbinations but can directly fall back only to a single FR2 carrier. The FeatureSetCombinationId:s in this list refer to the FeatureSetCombination entries in the featureSetCombinations list in the UE-MRDC-Capability IE.
	Rapporteur: Perhaps we can change it to “A list of band combinations that the UE supports for MR-DC with FR2 intra-band non-contiguous CA, on which the UE only supports fallback band combinations resulting in a single FR2 carrier. The band combinations that are allowed to be reported in this list are defined in [REF]. The FeatureSetCombinationId:s in this list refer to the FeatureSetCombination entries in the featureSetCombinations list in the UE-MRDC-Capability IE. ”
Only the highlighted part is new compared to Ericsson’s proposal.


	14
	[Ericsson] On 38.331 CR Section 6.3.3
rf-ParametersNR-FR2-CA-Fallback in UE-NR-Capability-v16xz
	The IE was defined as “RF-Parameters-FR2-CA-FallbackException”, so we can remove the “NR” part from this field, from the IE indicated here and the field description.
	Accepted.

	15
	[Ericsson] Comment on inter-node signalling and proposing to use bandwidth class to indicate the exceptional band combinations
	[Ericsson]: Moreover, apart from the current discussion, there would be a need to discuss how to handle UE capability coordination since we are adding new band combination lists. A possible way to overcome this could be to consider the previous suggestion to use new bandwidth classes for the exceptional band combinations (instead of a new band combination list) – in this manner,  there would be less changes than currently captured and no need to have a new handling for UE capability coordination. This also implies that e.g. an MN in EN-DC would not need to be changed to account for this behavior (i.e. only the SN would need to be upgraded), apart from the small change to include the flag to request such capabilities. Hence this seems like a viable option as well - in case you also think this is viable, we could provide draft CRs for such option.

	Rapporteur: inter-node signalling to support UE capability coordination between MN and SN is changed.
Rapporteur: Then, regarding the suggestion to use “bandwidth class instead of a new band combination list” from Lian, for now I don’t feel it’s a good way to go. As discussed in November Reno meeting in 2019, the main issue for that solution is the bandwidth class is defined in RAN4 spec, with a clear usage for contiguous CA (meaning one subblock). If we want to use that term here, a lot of clarification text is needed in both RAN2 and RAN4 spec to explain its new usage for non-contiguous CA FR2 band combination (multiple subblocks). I really don’t think it is a beautiful solution, not even to mention whether it may bring other issues which requires extra discussions.
Thus, especially at this stage, considering that the “new band combination list” approach is already discussed in several RAN2 meetings and was co-sourced by several companies in last meeting, I would suggest to stick to it. Thanks for the suggestion anyway. 

	16
	[OPPO/Ericsson] On 38.306 CR
	Suggest to remove the following term:
FR2 fallback exception band combination: A band combination has a FR2 intra-band CA or MR-DC combination with multiple subblocks, for which UE is only required to directly fall back to a single FR2 carrier as specified in TS 38.101-2 [3] and TS38.101-3 [4].

	Accepted.

	17
	[Ericsson] On 38.306 CR
rf-ParametersMRDC-FR2-CA-Fallback
rf-ParametersNR-FR2-CA-Fallback

	Suggest to change the field description to the same text as in 38.331 CR.
	Accepted.

	18
	[Ericsson] On 38.306 CR
	On the mark “FR2 only” in the column “FR1-FR2 diff”
[Ericsson]: Even though the limitation is mainly for FR2, our understanding is that it may actually apply to band combination with both FR1 and FR2 carriers – is it correct understanding? If yes then it would not be limited to FR2 only?
	Rapporteur: Though it is also applied to FR1+FR2, the point is the fallback to single carrier only applies to FR2 intra-band non-contiguous CA part, but not apply to FR1 part.



Proposal 1: Based on R2-2004754 and R2-2004755, continue to discuss the following issues.
1) Whether to consider other options besides current CR set, e.g., introducing a new bandwidth class to indicate the new band combination list which does not support fallback.
2) Some offline comments were received after paper submission, which could be discussed publicly further. 
a. Inter-node signaling on bandCombinationIndex: Whether to introduce a separate list for band combination entries in rf-Parameters-FR2-CA-Fallback and/or rf-ParametersMRDC-FR2-CA-Fallback.
b. Further clarification on field description to rf-ParametersMRDC-FR2-CA-Fallback and rf-ParametersNR-FR2-CA-Fallback to clarify that the FR2 fallback in one cell group does not impact the other cell group.
c. Whether to simplify the procedure part further in R2-2004754.
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