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1. Introduction
This paper attempts to iron out the class 3 issues in the 38.306 and 38.331 CRs, which requires more feedback from companies for resolution [1, 2].
2. Discussion
2.1.	38.331 CR
· RIL E008:	Supported UL full power transmission mode of full power (RAN1 FG 16-5a, eMIMO)
[Description]: What does a UE support which does not set this bit? And how is a legacy gNB, which does not comprehend the bit, supposed to handle such UE?
[Proposed Change]: Do not include ul-FullPwrMode-r16 in this version of the CR.
	Company name
	Agree/Not agree
	Comment

	OPPO
	Not agree
	If legacy gNB doesn’t comprehend this bit, then it will treat the UE like R15 way i.e. with power scaling. We don’t see there is any problem

	Huawei，HiSilicon
(Yiru Kuang)
	Not agree
	Same view as OPPO. We understand in Rel-16 there are multiple modes for full power support and these capabilities are completed in the latest RAN1feature list. Thus we think we can include all of them in August meeting.

	NTT DOCOMO (Hideaki)
	Not agree, but
	What the legacy behaviour could be described by referring to the relevant RAN1 spec (section 7.1 in 38.213). In our understanding, Tx power is equally scaled and distributed to the antenna ports, e.g. 20 dBm for port #1 and port #2. Then, if the precoder is set to [1, 0] the UE transmits up to the scaled power, 20 dBm.

	Ericsson
	Proponent
	Our point was just that it was confusing to add in the current way and we could simply wait to include this, but if it is so that all of such Rel-16 capabilities related to the multiple modes of full power can be added in August meeting it may work.

	ZTE
	Not agree
	We also share the same view with OPPO  that when the the reserved bits make legacy gNB confused, the corresponding uplink transmission power scheme will inherit from Rel-15


[Rapporteur’s summary]
There was no consensus on the proposed change. On the other hand, it would be better to clarify what the legacy Rel-15 UE behaviour is if the capability is not present in 38.306.
· RIL E012:	CA-ParametersNR IE (General issue)
[Description]: It seems not needed to spend more bits to create a new CA-ParametersNR-v16xy, can’t we merge it into the “CA-ParametersNR-v1610”? The 16.1 version is anyway not implementable.
[Proposed Change]: Merge CA-ParametersNR-v16xy in 16.1 version.
	Company name
	Agree/Not agree
	Comment

	OPPO
	agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	OK but
	We are not sure whether it is really essential to merge it into the -v1610. We understand 16.1 version is not implementable, but to have –v1620 also does not harm on the other hand.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Agree
	Not only for this field, but all of the capability signalling could be added in the NBC manner, since anyway, v16.1.0 will not be used for implementation.

	Ericsson
	Proponent
	We think one harm is to basically spend also more bits to create extensions for a version that cannot be used. Adding new fields to the v1610 SEQUENCEs will make the actual ASN.1 NBC. We consider this as an advantage since the ASN.1 decoder will fail. This is an easy way to prevent UEs based on 16.1.0 from entering the field. Such devices would be a real problem since they seem to work properly as the ASN.1 decoder passes. Additional logic and checks are needed to verify whether all required fields from v16.2 are present too.

	ZTE
	Agree
	


[Rapporteur’s summary]
There seems to be a consensus to update UE capabilities as NBC, not only for this particular IE, but also for the other IEs.
· RIL E013:	pdcch-MonitoringCA (RAN1 FG 11-2a, eURLLC)
[Description]: This capability seems like a processing capability that is anyway sharable across all CCs. Shouldn’t it be “per UE”? This will add 2 byte to every BC. 
[Proposed Change]: Do not include pdcch-MonitoringCA-r16 in this version of the CR and further discuss the granularity.
	Company name
	Agree/Not agree
	Comment

	OPPO
	Not agree
	Across all CC doesn’t imply this should be per UE since they could be still different among different band combinations. And we think RAN1’s decision should be respected in RAN2 in general

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Not agree
	We think RAN1 agreement should be respected.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Not agree
	The total capability may be different if the number of CCs are different. In that sense, there would be not any other choice than per-BC.

	Ericsson
	Proponent
	We think ultimately RAN2 is the group responsible for the signalling design and to make sure the signalling is added in a bearable way. Hence it is our responsibility to assess the RAN1 input and achieve a compromise between signalling flexibility and complexity. 

	ZTE
	Disagree
	We prefer to respect Ran1’s decision


[Rapporteur’s summary]
There was no consensus on the proposed change. From the Rapporteur’s view, the total capability may be different if the number of CCs are different and hence granularity per CC makes sense.
· RIL E014:	pdcch-BlindDetectionCA-Mixed (RAN1 FG 11-2c, eURLLC)
[Description]: We cannot add a Rel-15 (pdcch-BlindDetectionCA) in a Rel-16 IE (pdcch-BlindDetectionCA-Mixed-r16). It seems the inclusion of such Rel-16 capability would downgrade the Rel-15 capabilities.
[Proposed Change]: Further discuss how to include pdcch-BlindDetectionCA-Mixed-r16.
	Company name
	Agree/Not agree
	Comment

	OPPO
	Not agree
	Well we think that’s natural consequence of the mixed operation between R15 and R16 since total UE capability is limited to 16. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Not agree, but
	We think we have to respect to what RAN1 agreed. However we understand Ericsson’s comments on adding a Rel-15 capability into a Rel-16 IE. The intention from RAN1 was to say that the number would be different on what Rel-15 is reported, and it is not necessarily to use a Rel-15 IE. Actually in URLLC discussion, the network RRC configuration already changed the name as below:
pdcch-BlindDetectionCA1-r16 INTEGER (1..15),
pdcch-BlindDetectionCA2-r16 INTEGER (1..15)

We think for the UE capability part, the naming can be changed to be consistent with URLLC RRC configuration, while the principle from RAN1 should be kept.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Agree
	It is strange that the capability hinges on Releases… Rather, we could imagine that the number of blind detections hinges on what functionality is configured or not. We’re not fond of changing the “Rel-15” capability depending on Rel-16 capabilities. Instead, we propose to add two variants of the number of blind detections as suggested by Huawei. It also applies to the DC case.

	Ericsson
	Proponent
	Generally we think we should be careful in such mixes between Rel-15 and 16 capabilities, but the suggestion from Huawei could work to clarify the use of this capability.

	ZTE
	Not agree, but
	We share the same view as Huawei. RAN1’s intention is to let UE report (pdcch-BlindDetectionCA-R15, pdcch-BlindDetectionCA-R16) for mixed PDCCH monitoring capabilities. We can change the naming as Huawei suggested.



[Rapporteur’s summary]
These seems to be a potential consensus that the solution is to define two variants of the number of blind decoding, rather than defining “Rel-15/16” capabilities.
2.2.	38.306 CR
· RIL E015:	activeConfiguredGrant (RAN1 FG 11-9, eURLLC)
[Description]: This field is per band but maxNumberConfigsAllCC-r16 states a restriction “across all serving cells”. This particular field should maybe be per UE? 
[Proposed Change]: Discuss whether the granularity of maxNumberConfigsAllCC-r16 should be corrected.
	Company name
	Agree/Not agree
	Comment

	OPPO
	not agree
	Across all CC doesn’t imply this should be per UE since they could be still different among different band combinations. And we think RAN1’s decision should be respected in RAN2 in general
But we agree with H01 the meaning of “cross all serving cell” for a UE capability per band is not clear enough and should be clarified.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Not agree, but
	We also think this means per band, change of granularity is not preferred. But as mentioned in H001 for 38.306 CR, it is unclear whether “across all serving cells” means “across all serving cells of a MAC entity” or “across all serving cells of a UE”, the clarification is needed.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Not agree
	Likewise the blind detection capability, the total capability may be different depending on the number of CCs.

	Ericsson
	Proponent
	We would be fine to keep it per band but also agree the meaning of “across all serving cells” in such per band capability should be clarified.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	We share the same view as OPPO


[Rapporteur’s summary]
There was no consensus to agree on the proposed change. However, the meaning of “across all serving cells” is worthwhile clarifying in 38.306.
· RIL E016:	sps (RAN1 FG 12-2, Industrial IOT)
[Description]: This field is per band but maxNumberConfigsAllCC-r16 states a restriction “across all serving cells”. This particular field should maybe be per UE? 
[Proposed Change]: Discuss whether the granularity of maxNumberConfigsAllCC-r16 should be corrected.
	Company name
	Agree/Not agree
	Comment

	OPPO
	Not agree
	Across all CC doesn’t imply this should be per UE since they could be still different among different band combinations. And we think RAN1’s decision should be respected in RAN2 in general
But we intend to think the meaning of “cross all serving cell” for a UE capability per band is not clear enough and should be clarified.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Not agree, but
	We also think this means per band, change of granularity is not preferred. But it is unclear whether “across all serving cells” means “across all serving cells of a MAC entity” or “across all serving cells of a UE”, the clarification is needed.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Not agree
	Likewise the blind detection capability, the total capability may be different depending on the number of CCs.

	Ericsson
	Proponent
	We would be fine to keep it per band but also agree the meaning of “across all serving cells” in such per band capability should be clarified.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	We share the same view as OPPO

	
	
	


[Rapporteur’s summary]
There was no consensus to agree on the proposed change. However, the meaning of “across all serving cells” is worthwhile clarifying in 38.306.
2.3.	Any other RILs that need further discussion
	Company name
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	H002 for 38.331 CR
For this RIL, there is no suggestion from rapporteur and no proposed conclusion, so we’d like to raise this issue here.
RAN2 has already introduced extendedSPS-Periodicities to indicate the extended periodicities (can be less than 10ms, any integer times of slot). The capability shortSPS-Periodicity-r16 seems redundant. Besides, we don’t see the necessity of distinguishing FR1-FR2.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	I004 for 38.331 CR
Based on the conclusion, the secondary DRX can only be configured for FR2, so we understand this capability should be per-UE, xDD-DIFF or FRx-DIFF are not needed. Adding suffix ‘-r16’ seems ok. Besides, the secondaryDRX-Group is missing in 38.306 CR.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	I001 for 38.306 CR
A UE supporting MCG failure recovery should support either split SRB or SRB3. So SRB3 is not conditional mandatory. For example, UE can indicate support for this capability when the UE does not support SRB3 but supports split SRB. So the proposed change is not needed.

	
	


[Rapporteur’s summary]
[bookmark: _GoBack]All of them are to be addressed in the next update of the mega CRs. H002 is propAgree by the Rapporteur and will be removed in the next update.  I004 is propAgree as well by the Rapporteur and will be updated in the next update.  For I001, we will propPostpone this since split SRB can also support MCG failure recovery. More thinking is needed to add condition.

3. Summary and proposal
Proposal 1:	Clarify what the legacy UE behaviour is, if ul-FullPwrMode-r16 is not supported, by referring to the relevant section of RAN spec.
Proposal 2:	Merge CA-ParametersNR-v16xy in 16.1 version.
Proposal 2a:	Not only for this IE, but the other IEs are also updated in 16.1 version.
Proposal 3:	On PDCCH blind decoding capabilities, two variants of the number of blind decoding are defined, rather than defining “Rel-15/16” capabilities.
Proposal 4:	The meaning of “across all serving cells” is clarified for the capability of activeConfiguredGrant and sps in 38.306.
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