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[bookmark: _Ref488331639]Introduction
This is to discuss the left issues on fallback BC.
Discussion
In R2-2104025, the issue was raised that, e.g., for n3A-n78A/C
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Since n3A-n78A includes more BW combo on n78 than n3A-n78C, it is proposed to clarify the UE behaviour. 
Firstly, it would be helpful to understand the legacy way on UE capability reporting. In legacy system, UE should treat the parent-BC and child-BC separately (regardless of associated BCS being same or different). If the UE supports both parent -BC and child-BC,  
· If the BW combo of child-BC is a sub-set of BW combo of parent-BC, the UE can save the reporting of child-BC;
· Otherwise, the child-BC reporting cannot be saved;
In other words, if the UE report the support of BCS-x of a parent BC, it does not necessarily mean the UE support child BC of BCS-x, when the related BW combo of child BC for BCS-x is not a sub-set of parent-BC.
2>	if it is regarded as a fallback band combination with the same capabilities of another band combination included in the list of "candidate band combinations", and
2>	if this fallback band combination is generated by releasing at least one SCell or uplink configuration of SCell according to TS 38.306 [26]:
3>	remove the band combination from the list of "candidate band combinations";
[bookmark: _Toc71380271]In legacy system, the definition of fallback-BC has nothng to do with BCS of patent/child-BCbeing the same or not.
In R1-2104121, there is one question on slot + slot two-PUCCH capability 
· RAN1 would like to clarify that FG 11-4c, FG11-4d, FG 11-4f and FG 11-4h are for two codebooks where one of the two is sub-slot based codebook, and the other is slot-based codebook. RAN1 would like to ask RAN2 to check if following sentences in TS38.306 in current places are appropriate considering above restriction on FG 11-4c/4d/4f/4h. If not appropriate, RAN2 can consider editing sentences.
Secondly, the problem is whether a change is motivated at the current stage.
According to the description in R2-2104025
While for the second understanding, the UE has to report a different fallback band combination with the same BCS ID(s) if only UE supports more channel bandwidths for the fallback band combination, or the network cannot configure some channel bandwidths for particular cases. Considering that a higher capability for a fallback band combination is a more common case, this understanding will lead to unnecessary signalling overhead. 
Proposal 1: The supported channel bandwidths for a specific band of a fallback BC regarding the BCS are determined by the supported BCS ID(s) (defined in RAN4 for the fallback BC) of the fallback BC, in which the BCS ID(s) is explicitly signalled for the super BC.
The proposal seems to propose that the fallback definition should be revised
· Instead of defining fallback-BC based on the BW combo;
· It propose to define the fallback-BC by BW-class and BCS-ID, i.e., as long as a parent-BC is reported with a BCS-x, the fallback-BC (with fallback BW class) for the same BCS-x is assumed to be supported by the UE can thus be saved from capability reporting, regardless of associated BW combo being sub-set (of BW combo of parent-BC) or not;
Apparently, it is NBC change – i.e., for a fallback-BC with more BW combo than parent-BC
· In legacy system, the fallback-BC has to be reported
· In the proposed method, the fallback-BC does not have to be reported
So if a UE does not report the fallback-BC, how for the network to judge whether it is supported but not reported because the new method is adopted, or it is not supported by following the old method?
[bookmark: _Toc71380272]If redefine fallback-BC using BCS ID, it would be a big NBC change.
So in short, it is not feasible at all to rely on BCS-ID to define the fallback, considering the inconsistence between parent-BC and child-BC of the same BCS has already exist, and this kind of inconsistence is how to be fully avoided when defining R4 BW combo table.
[bookmark: _Toc71380273]Keep the legacy definition of fallback BC for capability reporting, i.e., which is independent of associated BCS ID.

Conclusion
We have the following proposal:
Observation 1	In legacy system, the definition of fallback-BC has nothng to do with BCS of patent/child-BCbeing the same or not.
Observation 2	If redefine fallback-BC using BCS ID, it would be a big NBC change.

We have the following proposal:
Proposal 1	Keep the legacy definition of fallback BC for capability reporting, i.e., which is independent of associated BCS ID.
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See CA_n78C Bandwidth Combination Set 0 in Table 5 5A 1-1¢





