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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk510705081]RAN1 received LS [1] from RAN2, addressing miscellaneous issues on Rel-17 UE feature groups In this contribution we provide our views on the questions from RAN2. 
Discussion
In [1] RAN2 address three separate issues, addressed in the sub-sections below.
R1 FG23-8-3RAN2 understanding is that this feature is an extension of srs-TxSwitch/srs-TxSwitch-v1610 to support SRS antenna switching xTyR with y>4.  However, RAN2 is unclear on how this new capability is populated for a band in a band combination where at least one band in the band combination supports xTyR with y>4 and how it works with the existing srs-TxSwitch/srs-TxSwitch-v1610. There are 2 interpretations:
(a) the new capabilities is populated for a band in the band combination only if at least one xTyR entry for the band supports y>4
(b) the new capabilities is populated for a band in the band combination regardless of whether the band supports y>4

If the interpretation is (a), the following note will not occur since the candidate values with xTyR with y>4 are {t2r6, t1r6, t4r8, t2r8, t1r8} where x and y are never equal. For b), the Note can be applicable to, but only in band of the band combination where xTyR supports y ≤ 4, while not applicable in band of the band combination where at least one xTyR entry supports y>4. 

In addition RAN2 understands component 2 and 3 are not reported if x=y as below, and wonders if there is any other case that component 2 and 3 are not reported.
Note: Component 2 and component 3 is not reported if component 1 is reported as xTyR with x=y.
For both interpretations (a) and (b), should the component 1 be set consistently with the existing supportedSRS-TxPortSwitch/ supportedSRS-TxPortSwitch-v1610 in srs-TxSwitch/srs-TxSwitch-v1610 (i.e. the R1 23-8-3 bitmap in component 1 be aligned with the existing supportedSRS-TxPortSwitch/supportedSRS-TxPortSwitch-v1610 for the xTyR entries where y<=4). Also how are component 2 and 3 being set with respect to the Rel-15/16 capabilities if xTyR entries in component 1 contains the xTyR in the existing Rel-15/16 capabilities


In our understanding, FG23-8-3 is intended to extend Rel-15/16 functionality and at the same time introduce a coupling with band combinations where the FG is supported. Interpretation (a) implies a coupling of FG23-8-3 and at least one of FG14-4 and FG2-55, in the sense that in some bands of the band combination part of the information would be given by FG23-8-3 and the remaining information would be provided by FG2-55. Given that FG2-55 is pre-requisite to FG23-8-3, this is OK from our perspective. 
Interpretation (b) would require additional effort in ensuring alignment between values provided in this and Rel-15/16 capabilities, which leaves the system more vulnerable to interpretation errors and ambiguities. Hence, we propose the following:

Proposal: Support interpretation (a), i.e. the new capabilities is populated for a band in the band combination only if at least one xTyR entry for the band supports y>4.
R1 27-16 and 27-19R1 27-16 and 27-19 have a component description of ‘Same as RRC OLPC-SRS-Pos-r16’ and ‘Same as RRC SpatialRelationsSRS-Pos-r16’ respectively. It is unclear to RAN2 whether the pre-requisite in R1 27-16/27-19 should be srs-PosResources-r16 as in RRC OLPC-SRS-Pos-r16/SpatialRelationsSRS-Pos-r16 or should be “srs-PosResourcesRRC-Inactive-r17” (i.e. R1 27-15)). RAN2 would like RAN1 to clarify the pre-requisite used in the R1 27-16 and 27-19.


Given that both FGs 27-16 and 27-19 are defined in Rel-17 WI, it is a first assumption that FG27-15 could be a pre-requisite. However, we acknowledge RAN1 reference to Rel-16 RRC parameter, and hence it requires further discussion in RAN1 to clarify the exact description of the referred FGs.
Observation: RAN1 discussion needed to clarify the descriptions of FGs 27-16 and 27-19 and potential pre-requisites.
R1 24-2 and 24-3Both of the features have N/A in the column of “Need for the gNB to know if the feature is supported” while indicate in the column of “Mandatory/Optional” as “optional with capability signalling”. From RAN2 perspective, if there is no need for gNB to know whether a feature is supported or not, no capability signalling should be defined. RAN2 also noticed that there are other features in NTN that have such ambiguities (e.g. R1 26-1/26-8 for NTN WI).  RAN2 would like to know whether such capabilities are really “optional with capability signalling”


Capabilities FG24-2 and 24-3 are related to initial access, and hence the relationship between the capability signalling and knowledge at gNB is not straightforward. RAN1’s understanding has been that it would be useful for the network to know if there are UEs supporting these functionalities, but at the same time RAN1 acknowledges it is not possible to know beforehand which specific gNB would receive the corresponding random access messages from the UEs supporting the feature. However for HO or sPCell configuration, this information is relevant to the network. This is the reason for the apparent contradiction in how those are defined in [2].
Observation: FG24-2 and 24-3 are related to initial access, and hence it is not possible to know beforehand which specific gNB would receive the corresponding random access messages from the UEs supporting the feature. However the information is relevant for the network, and hence it should be signalled.
For FG26-1, this seems to be just a mistake in filling out the table, as it is clear gNB should be aware of the capability. 
Observation: For FG26-1, gNB should be aware of the capability.
For FG26-8, currently the specifications do not define any manner in which the network can utilize the information about this capability, and hence it would be more adequate to set it as optional without capability signaling indeed.
Proposal: For FG26-8, define it as optional without capability signaling, and keep current field on gNB knowledge about the capability as ‘no’. 

Conclusion
In this contribution we have presented our views on the reply LS from RAN2 in [1]. We have made the following observations and proposals:
Proposal: Support interpretation (a), i.e. the new capabilities is populated for a band in the band combination only if at least one xTyR entry for the band supports y>4.
Observation: RAN1 discussion needed to clarify the descriptions of FGs 27-16 and 27-19 and potential pre-requisites.
Observation: FG24-2 and 24-3 are related to initial access, and hence it is not possible to know beforehand which specific gNB would receive the corresponding random access messages from the UEs supporting the feature. However the information is relevant for the network, and hence it should be signalled.
Observation: For FG26-1, gNB should be aware of the capability.
Proposal: For FG26-8, define it as optional without capability signaling, and keep current field on gNB knowledge about the capability as ‘no’. 
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