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Overall description	Comment by Qianxi Lu: For the FG 67-4 where 
1/ R1 asked for a capability limited to target band
2/ R2 implemented covering both source and target band
Just wonder how to progress, should we directly correct that in the R2 CR, or we need to check with R1 (if there is different view in R2?)? Both are fine for me. Yet in the latter case, we can do it here already.	Comment by Xiaomi-Ziyi: Added in the question. Let’s check if it would be ok for other companies.
RAN2 would like to thank RAN1 for the LS on RAN1 UE feature list in R2-2508008 (R1-2507981). 
On NR_MC_enh2:
RAN2 has discussed RAN1 questions on adding prerequisite FGs for Rel-18 RAN1 MC features:
	Agreement:
Ask RAN2 to feedback if it is possible to update prerequisite FG(s) for Rel-18 RAN1 FG 49-4a/4b/4c/4d/5a/5b/6/7/8/9/10/12/12a/13/14 in Rel-19 as follows (red fonts):	Comment by Samsung (Seungil Park): I agree with Docomo’s suggestion below, considering that the original question was to ask whether it is possible or not. 
So, we have to answer the RAN1 question first.	Comment by Xiaomi-Ziyi: Updated the description to answer RAN1 question by pointing RAN2 solution.



From RAN2 point of view, the possible approach to address the above question RAN2 thinks the possible implementation for the above RAN1 agreement is to define new Rel-19 FGs capability parameters for Rel-18 FG 49-4a/4b/4c/4d/5a/5b/6/7/8/9/10/12/12a/13/14, and FG66-1/66-2 will be defined as prerequisite for the new Rel-19 FGscapability parameters.
RAN2 would like to ask for feedback if there is issue on this approach from RAN1 perspective. Additionally, if there’s no issue, RAN2 also wonders whether this new Rel-19 capability parameters can only have one prerequisite of FG66-1/66-2 (i.e., prerequisite of the corresponding Rel-18 FGs are not prerequisite of new Rel-19 capability parameters)?

An example of new Rel-19 FG for Rel-18 FG 49-4a is shown as below:
	nominalRBG-SizeOfConfig-3-FDRA-Type-0-DCI-1-3-v1900	Comment by Qianxi Lu: Now the field name and the field description is exactly the same as for r18 version, it seems confusing.
As discussed in the offline, one way is to differentiate the two so that
1/ r18 field is for same SCS and same carrier type
2/ v19 field is for different SCS and/or different carrier type	Comment by Xiaomi-Ziyi: I removed the example, which I think we can further address during RAN2 post email after receiving updates from RAN1.
Indicates whether the UE supports nominal RBG size of Configuration 3 for FDRA type 0 for DCI format 1_3.
A UE supporting this feature shall also indicate support of at least one of multiCell-PDSCH-DCI-1-3-SameSCS-r18, multiCell-PDSCH-DCI-1-3-DiffSCS-r18, and FG 66-1.	Comment by Seau Sian Lim: Our understanding is that the pre-requisite is only for the FG 66-1.  If the UE supports R18, then it should just follow the Rel-18 capability with the Rel-18 pre-requisite.  The new Rel-19 capability just go with the Rel-19 pre-requisite, i.e.




Otherwise, we can’t see what is the difference between the following two cases, and whether there is a need to differentiate the two cases: 
Case1: UE indicates support of legacy Rel-18 capability (e.g. FG40-4a/4b) and FG66-1;
Case2: UE indicates support of legacy Rel-18 capability, FG66-1, and the new Rel-19 FG;
	Comment by Xiaomi-Ziyi: I removed the example and change this into a question to RAN1.



RAN2 would like to check with RAN1 whether the above implementation aligns with RAN1 understanding?	Comment by Riki Okawa (大川 立樹): All above this question is fine, but question could be more indicational and also we should answer question from RAN1 first. It’s like:

From RAN2 perspective, it is feasible to add Rel-19 FG(s) to prerequisite FG(s) for Rel-18 FG(s), but it is better to define new Rel-19 FG(s) as prerequisite. RAN2 would like to ask for feedback if there is issue on this approach from RAN1 perspective.	Comment by Nokia (Andrew): We have the same understanding. Maybe instead of just saying “it is better” we can offer some further (brief) explanation, for example:

From RAN2 perspective, it is feasible to add Rel-19 FG(s) to prerequisite FG(s) for Rel-18 FG(s), but it is better to define new Rel-19 FG(s) as prerequisite in order to avoid ambiguity. RAN2 would like to ask for feedback if there is issue on this approach from RAN1 perspective.	Comment by Xiaomi-Ziyi: I understand the intention to provide answer to RAN1 question, however, I understand from offline, it is not a concrete ‘feasible’ if we directly add Rel-19 FGs to prerequisite for Rel-18 FGs. I further updated the text to provide direct answer to RAN1 question, hope this looks ok.
On TEI19 FG67-4
Regarding the note ‘For each target band, the UE can indicate with which other target bands in the band combination can SRS carrier switching be simultaneously triggered’, RAN2 wonders which interpretation of SRS carriers below is the correct understanding: for two SRS switching, one from band A to band B, and the other from band C to band D，

1) The capability should be reported for (B, D) as target bands only, i.e., agnostic to source band A,C
2) The capability should be reported for {(A,B), (C,D)}, i.e., covering source band A,C as well

On NR_MIMO_Ph5 and NR_AIML_air:
RAN2 would like to thank RAN1 on the progress of ‘per band and per band combination’ discussion. Based on RAN1 reply LS, RAN2 further confirmed and reached below agreements as RAN2 understanding for capabilities defined as ‘per band and per band combination’:
	Agreements from RAN2 perspective
1.	No matter CA is configured or not, if the capability/component is not counted across CCs, the minimum capability between per BC capability and per band capability should be applied for a band in case of band combination (CA).
2.	For the capability/component is counted across CCs, wait for RAN1 for the conclusion.
3.	When per BC capability is indicated but some subset of the bands in the BC doesn’t indicate per band capability, the capability/component is not supported in the band without per band capability, the capability/component is supported only in the band with per band capability signalled. This applies to both capability/component that is counted/not counted across CCs.
4.	When the UE reports the per band capability but does not include the per BC capability for a certain BC, the UE supports the feature as indicated in the per band capability without further per BC limitations. This applies to both capability/component that is counted/not counted across CCs.
5.	If Feature B is prerequisite of Feature A and both features are ‘per band and per band combination’:
a.	A UE supporting feature A per band shall also indicate support of feature B at the given band;
b.	A UE supporting feature A per BC shall also indicate support of feature B at the given BC.
6	For per-band and per-BC capabilities for MIMO codebook capabilities:
If a UE supports such capabilities in a set of bands separately (per-band) then the UE must always support those capabilities in any CA combination composed of the respective bands (per-BC). No further enhancement is needed for this case in RAN2.	Comment by Nokia (Andrew): Suggest to change this to “No further enhancement is needed for this case in RAN2” so RAN1 does not misunderstand that RAN2 is trying to mandate anything to them.
7	Update at least Rel-19 CRs.  FFS whether we need Rel-16, 17, 18 CRs


Action
RAN2 respectfully requests RAN1 to take the above reply into account in future discussion, and provide feedback if any for MC feature groups.
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