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1 Introduction
In the LS [1], RAN2 replied the LS regarding handling of Fallbacks for combined contiguous and non-contiguous CA or DC configurations in FR2 as well as asking RAN4 some questions for clarification. In this paper, we discuss this issue and prepare the answer to RAN2’s questions.
2 Discussion
Fallback band combination (BC) is clearly defined in TS38.306.
	Fallback band combination: A band combination that would result from another band combination by releasing at least one SCell or uplink configuration of SCell, or SCG. An intra-band non-contiguous band combination is not considered to be a fallback band combination of an intra-band contiguous band combination.



At the same time TS38.331 indicates that UE does not need to report a fallback BC if the corresponding capabilities of this fallback band combination can be found in other BCs.
	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";



Therefore, based on RAN2 spec, skipping the capability report of those fallback BCs is allowed. One intention is to save the signaling overhead. As a result, network can always assumes that UE supports all fallback BCs.

[bookmark: _Ref40292214][bookmark: _Ref40287728]Observation 1: According to current RAN2 spec, UE can skip the capability report of fallback BC, and network can assume that UE supports all fallback BCs.

In RAN4#92 meeting, CR [2][3] and LS [4] were agreed. The agreement does not require UE to support all possible fallback BCs for an FR2 intra-band CA combinations with multiple subblocks, where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination.
	A terminal which supports CA or DC configurations, 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 required to support all possible fallback combinations but can directly fall back to a single FR2 carrier. Deactivating carriers within the CA or DC combination is still possible.



[bookmark: _Ref40292218][bookmark: _Ref40289577]Observation 2: RAN4 agreed that UE is not required to support all possible fallback BC for an FR2 intra-band CA combinations with multiple subblocks, where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination.

From Observation 1 and Observation 2, we can see contradiction between current RAN2 and RAN4 spec. As a result, RAN2 discussed how to revise the spec to accommodate RAN4’s agreement, but the exact solution is not concluded yet. Therefore, an LS [1] was sent to RAN4 for some further clarification. 

Our preference to resolve this issue is to keep same agreement made in RAN4, and leave it to RAN2 on how to address it in the RRC signalling. The reasons are
· In our view, band combination supporting and related detail requirement are within RAN4’s scope, but not RAN2. Just like all the other topics, technical discussion happens within RAN4 and the conclusions are informed to RAN2 for the help of adding ASN.1 code. 
· During RAN4#92 discussion, TS38.331 already specifies that UE has to support all fallback, but RAN4 still achieved the agreement. Therefore, it is fair to assume that the impact of RAN2 spec is already considered when RAN4 achieve this agreement in RAN4#92 meeting. 
· Of course, agreement can be revisited and even changed if there is a consensus in the WG to change it. So far we do not see the consensus to revise the agreement yet. Therefore, RAN4 should keep the previous agreement.
In that case, we suggest to keep RAN4 previous agreement for the moment and focus on answering RAN2’s 2 questions in the reply LS. Furthermore, it is still up to RAN2 on which solution they would take to implement RAN4’s agreement in their spec.

[bookmark: _Ref40289451][bookmark: _Ref40289593]Observation 3: RAN4 can revert the previous agreement, only if RAN4 achieves the consensus to do so.
[bookmark: _Ref40289456]Proposal 1: Before a consensus to revert the agreement is reached, RAN4 should keep the previous agreement and focus on answering the questions from RAN2 in the reply LS.
[bookmark: _Ref40292054]Proposal 2: It is still up to RAN2 on which solution they would take to implement RAN4’s agreement in their spec.

In the remaining of this paper, we provide our view on the 2 questions.
Q1: From RAN4 point of view, what is the criteria to consider a band combination “exceptional”? How will those “exceptional” band combination(s) be captured in the RAN4 specifications?
In our view, at least one exception comes from the incompletion of RAN4 spec. For some BC, the requirements of its corresponding fallback BC are now missing. Without a requirement, UE behavior and performance are undefined. There is a risk to directly enable such a kind of BC. 
Q2: Does RAN4 foresee a normal (i.e. non “exceptional”) band combination to become an “exceptional” band combination in the future, or vice versa?
We do not see the possibility of a normal BC to become an exceptional BC in the future. 

[bookmark: _Ref40289457]Proposal 3: Answer to Q1 of R2-2004267: The exceptional band combination could at least be the fallback band combinations without corresponding RF requirements in RAN4 specs.
[bookmark: _Ref40289459]Proposal 4: Answer to Q2 of R2-2004267: No

A companion LS [5] is drafted based on above answers.
3 Summary
In this paper, we discuss the issue about handling of fallbacks for combined contiguous and non-contiguous CA or DC configurations in FR2. We have the following observations and proposals
Observation 1: According to current RAN2 spec, UE can skip the capability report of fallback BC, and network can assume that UE supports all fallback BCs.
Observation 2: RAN4 agreed that UE is not required to support all possible fallback BC for an FR2 intra-band CA combinations with multiple subblocks, where at least one of the subblocks consists of a contiguous CA combination.
Observation 3: RAN4 can revert the previous agreement, only if RAN4 achieves the consensus to do so.
Proposal 1: Before a consensus to revert the agreement is reached, RAN4 should keep the previous agreement and focus on answering the questions from RAN2 in the reply LS.
Proposal 2: It is still up to RAN2 on which solution they would take to implement RAN4’s agreement in their spec.
Proposal 3: Answer to Q1 of R2-2004267: The exceptional band combination could at least be the fallback band combinations without corresponding RF requirements in RAN4 specs.
Proposal 4: Answer to Q2 of R2-2004267: No
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