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1	Introduction
The initial discussion on RAN1 LS on NR-NR UL power control in R2-2002517 (R1-2001421) was help in the first week of RAN2#109bis-e, but with no decision. In this document, we would like to revisit the issue once more.
2	NR-NR DC in Rel-15 and Rel-16 
One of the fundamental design decisions for MR-DC (which includes NR-DC) during Rel-15 was on whether network nodes are required to comprehend each other’s configurations for capability coordination purposes. The decision was first done for EN-DC in RAN2 NR-AH#2 (July 2017), and later for NR-DC in RAN2#103bis (October 2018) and RAN2#104 (November 2018) as shown below:

RAN2 NR-AH#2:
Including output from email discussion [98#29][NR] Capability coordination (DOCOMO)
Maximum 1 tdoc per company
R2-1706454	Summary of email discussion [98#29][NR] Capability coordination	NTT DOCOMO, INC. (Email discussion rapporteur)	report	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core
=>	Revised to R2-1707459
R2-1707459	Summary of email discussion [98#29][NR] Capability coordination	NTT DOCOMO, INC. (Email discussion rapporteur)	report	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core
P2
-	Intel think the open issues should first be resolved before agreeing to P2.
-	LG ask if the index refers to the band combination. DOCOMO explain that it at least refers to the BC and maybe some other information as well depending on the details.
P2a
-	Qualcomm think the intra-band case needs to be solved for all solutions as today we only consider bands but this would need some coordination based on carrier. DOCOMO explain this could be resolved in the legacy LTE approach as the MCG/SCG configuration would be visible in the other node.
-	Intel think if the approach is extended to include various additional information then it looks similar to the current band combination.
-	Huawei think the index approach will end up similar to LTE baseline.

Agreements:
1:	In case of NE-DC, for each NR BC in the UE capabilities at least the possible LTE frequency bands that can operate with this NR BC should be visible to the NR MN.
2:	For MR-DC, capability signalling and coordination will support shared baseband capabilities between LTE and NR. The exact capabilities for coordination should FFS and dependent on RAN1/4 discussion.
3:	RAN2 continues to work on capability coordination not requiring MN and SN comprehend each other’s UE configuration (e.g. the index based coordination).
4:	For the index-based coordination, the following open issues need to be resolved:
-	How can the LTE/NR MN learn the possible NR/LTE frequency bands that can operate with LTE/NR BC? (e.g. For each index there is a frequency list of the NR/LTE frequency bands that can be understood by the MN, frequency part is visible to both MN and SN)
-	How to address baseband capability dependency between LTE and NR (Proposal 4)? (Depends on outcome of RAN1/4 discussion)
-	How can the MN/SN decide MCG/SCG configuration if LTE-NR band combination is defined within the same frequency band?
-	If the above issues cannot be resolved then the fallback will be to use the LTE baseline.
=>	Contributions on how to address the open issues listed in 4 can be submitted to next meeting (with sufficient detail that we can make a decision).
=>	Ask RAN1/4 if there will be baseband capabilities that can be shared between LTE and NR (other than MIMO capability for which RAN4 has already responded). Draft LS in R2-1707475 (Nokia, offline discussion 15)


RAN2#103bis:
Email discussion #49 - Capability coordination
R2-1814391	Output of email discussion [103#49] [NR late drop] Capability coordination for NR-DC	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	discussion	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core

Agreements
1:	For NGEN-DC and NE-DC, capability coordination does not require MN and SN to comprehend each other’s UE configuration.
2a: For NR-DC, as a baseline is that capability coordination uses the same INMs as for EN-DC and can work without the MN and SN having to comprehend each other’s UE configuration but not excluding that they can comprehend the others configuration.
FFS for NR-DC, that for capability coordination the MN may in addition include MCG configuration in the INM to the SN (but priority is to ensure that 2a mechanism is working)
3: 	For NGEN-DC and NE-DC, reuse the UE-MRDC-Capability.


RAN2#104:
R2-1817369	Discussion on UE capability coordination in NR-DC	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core
-	Nokia prefer to avoid 2 parallel capability mechanisms. Samsung have the same view.
-	Ericsson agree to add the MCG config to provide additional information but not an alternative to the existing mechanism.
=>  Noted
For reference, the proposals in the last document were:
Proposal 1: For NR-DC, the capability coordination that MN and SN share each other’s UE configuration is supported
Proposal 2: For NR-DC, It is MN to decide which UE capability coordination method is used. SN knows the decision of MN according to the presence of CG-ConfigMN.
Observation 1: Rel-15 NR-DC assumes that MN and SN only coordinate capabilities via INMs, without requirements on comprehension of each other’s UE configuration (even if it is allowed).
However, during the RAN2#109bis-e session, some companies claimed that it would be possible to revert this Rel-15 assumption for this particular purpose. However, in practice this would mean reverting the Rel-15 principle, which may have large consequences. Given that RAN2 spent considerable amount of time discussing this topic during Rel-15, and consciously decided to go this way, we think such reversion is simply not feasible within this timeframe. 
Observation 2: Reverting a fundamental Rel-15 RAN2 decision during Rel-16 is not feasible during Stage-3 completion phase without any technical discussion on the topic.
Since there was also almost no time to discuss the technical aspects (and no contributions were treated apart from the LS itself), we think RAN2 should send a short LS to RAN1 indicating that the assumption made by RAN1 according to this sentence is invalid:
According to above agreement, it is RAN1 understanding that MN is required to process the SCG configuration (i.e., RRC parameters impacting , , , , and/or  as specified in TS38.213 and TS38.214) to identify the T_offset used by the UE. Otherwise the MN needs to assume the possible largest value of T_offset. 
Proposal 1: RAN2 shall indicate to RAN1 that the assumption they have made is against RAN2 decisions made during Rel-15.
Finally, we understand that the aspects related to the exact T_offset calculation are still ongoing in RAN1 and it may not be possible to reach consensus on the RAN2 matters for that at such short notice either, so it is also fair to note that for the particular question they asked, there is no consensus on the matter. ¨
Proposal 2: When sending an LS to RAN1 as per proposal 1, RAN2 can also indicate that there is no consensus on answer to the question requested by RAN1.
Finally, to progress on the matter, we think RAN2 should continue to discuss the technical aspects of coordination for the T_offset to understand if there are concerns on that (since RAN2 also didn’t have consensus on that). That can be done via email discussion until the next RAN2 meeting.
Proposal 3: Discuss via RAN2 email discussion (until RAN2#110e) how to handle the coordination aspects for the T_offset.
3	Conclusion
We have discussed the matter of T_offset based on the RAN2 session and RAN1 LS, with the following observations and proposals:
Observation 1: Rel-15 NR-DC assumes that MN and SN only coordinate capabilities via INMs, without requirements on comprehension of each other’s UE configuration (even if it is allowed).
Observation 2: Reverting a fundamental Rel-15 RAN2 decision during Rel-16 is not feasible during Stage-3 completion phase without any technical discussion on the topic.
Proposal 1: RAN2 shall indicate to RAN1 that the assumption they have made is against RAN2 decisions made during Rel-15.
Proposal 2: When sending an LS to RAN1 as per proposal 1, RAN2 can also indicate that there is no consensus on answer to the question requested by RAN1.
Proposal 3: Discuss via RAN2 email discussion (until RAN2#110e) how to handle the coordination aspects for the T_offset.




