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1 Introduction
FR2 inter-band DL CA enhancement is one of the target to be specified for Rel-17 FR2. And according to the WID [1], the items are as below. This paper initially discuss on these aspects.
	· Inter-band DL CA enhancements [RAN4 RF/RRM]

· Agree a method how applicable CBM/IBM information is captured into specification for a particular CA configuration. Agree how it is decided whether a certain CA configuration is assuming CBM or IBM based requirements (for-example is applicability based on operator request or some general rule or are all CA configurations applicable for both CBM and IBM). 

· Study and if feasible define UE requirements for CBM between different freq. groups (e.g. 28GHz + 37GHz).

· Define requirements for CA_n258A-n260A and CA_n257A-n259A based on IBM (Note these CA configurations will be moved to Basket WI in RAN#90 and more combinations may be added to Basket WI later).

· Define UE requirements for inter-band CA within the same freq. group (e.g. 28GHz + 28GHz) for common beam management (CBM) based on requested band combinations. Evaluate performance impact based on deployment conditions and design constraints, including outcome of MRTD requirement if any.

· Study and if feasible define UE RF requirements for inter-band CA within the same freq. group (e.g. 28GHz + 28GHz) for (IBM) based on explicitly requested band combinations.

· Both RF and RRM requirement aspects are in scope for DL interband CA.


2 Discussion
2.1 Scope of WI
FR2 inter-band DL CA has been discussed in Rel-16, but was down scoped in the last meeting due to slow progress in agreeing on some fundamental conditions like IBM/CBM capabilities, collocated/non-collocated scenarios, common coverage requirements, beam squint evaluation, etc. All these issues need to be clearly defined before requirements can be finalized. This is a mission of impossible in the end of Rel-16, therefore moved into Rel-17 for more discussions.
Observation 1:          Issues like IBM/CBM capabilities, collocated/non-collocated scenarios, common coverage requirements, beam squint evaluation, etc. were difficult to reach consensus which makes slow progress in Rel-16.
Based on the discussion status in Rel-16, it is clear that some topics are hard to get enough inputs and draw a conclusion, for example the beam squint when CBM is adopted especially for inter-band group combinations. This kind of issues could continue be discussed, however, to make more progress it would be better to focus on the scenarios that can be defined clearly in the beginning. From this point of view, priorities can be set for the scenarios of IBM/CBM. This is also aligned with the WID scope.
	
	IBM
	CBM

	Inter freq group
	1st priority
	2nd priority

	Same freq group
	2nd priority
	1st priority


Observation 2:          Clearly defined scope will benefit of the discussion in Rel-17.
Proposal 1:               It is proposed to take IBM for inter freq group and CBM for same freq group as 1st priority in Rel-17.
Proposal 2:               It is proposed to take CBM for inter freq group and IBM for same freq group as 2nd priority, and the discussion will based on the clear demands from industry.
2.2 IBM/CBM
The relation between IBM/CBM and band combinations has been discussed in Rel-16, and the common understanding is that there is possibility UE may use IBM or CBM for certain band combination. That’s why it was agreed to introduce signaling for beam management type but the capability is restricted to IBM due to no CBM requirement are specified in Rel-16.
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In Rel-17, it is expected that the CBM requirements will at least be defined for intra freq group band combinations. That makes in the end certain band combinations might be defined with CBM while some other band combinations are defined with IBM. This information should be clearly defined in RAN4 specs. Which requirements UE will comply depends on implementations.
Observation 3:          Whether IBM or CBM will be used for certain band combination depends on UE implementation.
Proposal 3:               It is proposed to clearly define whether IBM or CBM requirements are defined for certain band combination and it depends on UE to decide which beam management type will be implemented.
3 Conclusion
2.1 Scope of WI
Observation 1:          Issues like IBM/CBM capabilities, collocated/non-collocated scenarios, common coverage requirements, beam squint evaluation, etc. were difficult to reach consensus which makes slow progress in Rel-16.
Observation 2:          Clearly defined scope will benefit of the discussion in Rel-17.
Proposal 1:               It is proposed to take IBM for inter freq group and CBM for same freq group as 1st priority in Rel-17.

Proposal 2:               It is proposed to take CBM for inter freq group and IBM for same freq group as 2nd priority, and the discussion will based on the clear demands from industry.
2.2 IBM/CBM
Observation 3:          Whether IBM or CBM will be used for certain band combination depends on UE implementation.
Proposal 3:               It is proposed to clearly define whether IBM or CBM requirements are defined for certain band combination and it depends on UE to decide which beam management type will be implemented.
Reference
[1] RP-202107, New WID on NR RF Enhancements for FR2, Nokia
