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1 Introduction
This is report for the following AT113bis-e mail discussion.

[AT113bis-e][012][NR15] UE caps IV (Mediatek)
	Scope: Treat R2-2102644, R2-2104084, R2-2104087, R2-2104029, R2-2103633, R2-2102623, R2-2104098, R2-2104101, R2-2103115, R2-2103116, R2-2103634, R2-2103635, R2-2103791, R2-2103792, R2-2104021, R2-2104022
	Phase 1, determine agreeable parts, Phase 2, for agreeable parts Work on CRs.
	Intended outcome: Report and Agreed-in-principle CRs. 
	Deadline: Schedule A

2 Contact Points
Respondents to the email discussion are kindly asked to fill in the following table.
	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	MediaTek (Rapporteur)
	Chun-Fan (Felix) Tsai
	chun-fan.tsai@mediatek.com

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



3 Discussion
3.1 Single Uplink Operation
The issue is triggered by the LS R2-2102644 form RAN4 [1] which indicates that the SUO capability (singleUL-Transmission) is not sufficient in some case.

RAN4 would like to inform RAN2 that the UE capability singleUL-Transmission is reported per band combination and may not be sufficient for UE to indicate dual UL in one UL CC pair and single UL in another CC pair in one band combination. RAN4 agree that it is left to RAN2 on whether and how to resolve this issue.

There are several proposals in response to the issue raised by RAN4 as below
· [2] Proposal 1: RAN2 confirm that singleUL-Transmission could not indicate dual UL in one UL CC pair and single UL in another CC pair in one band combination. UE shall report this kind of BC twice with different supported UL pairs and different singleUL-Transmission value. RAN2 does not intent to have further optimization on this.
· [4] Proposal: RAN2 confirms that with the legacy signalling, UE is able to indicate dual UL transmission capability in one UL CC pair and single UL transmission capability in another CC pair in different band combination entries. No impacts on RAN2 specification.
· [5] Proposal 1: RAN2 to reply to RAN4 that there is already a solution to the claimed single UL issue since Rel-15 and RAN2 does not plan to implement additional solutions.

The rapporteur thinks the proposals are quite aligned. Basically, companies agree that current signaling could solve the issue raised by RAN4 and there is no intention to have additional change. Therefore, it is suggested to check with companies whether we could have the following way forward as RAN2 agreement.
· RAN2 confirm that singleUL-Transmission could not indicate dual UL in one UL CC pair and single UL in another CC pair in one band combination. However, with the ASN.1 signalling from Rel-15, UE is able to indicate dual UL transmission capability in one UL CC pair and single UL transmission capability in another CC pair in different band combination entries. RAN2 does not plan to implement additional solutions.

Question 1: Do companies agree the following proposal 
· RAN2 confirms that singleUL-Transmission could not indicate dual UL in one UL CC pair and single UL in another CC pair in one band combination. However, with the ASN.1 signalling from Rel-15, UE is able to indicate dual UL transmission capability in one UL CC pair and single UL transmission capability in another CC pair in different band combination entries. RAN2 does not plan to implement additional solutions.

	Company
	Agree or not
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Summary for Q1: TBD 

The rapporteur assumes that RAN2 will send reply LS to RAN4 based on the result of Q1. Two companies [3][5] already provide the draft reply LS to RAN4. Any comment/suggestion on the reply LS content is welcome.

Question 2: Do companies have further comments/suggestions on the draft reply LS [3][5] to RAN4?

	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	We would suggest to update R2-2104087 based on the result of Q1. 

Regarding to the fallback aspect mentioned by Nokia draft LS [5] 
“UE can always indicate the fallback BC with "better" capabilities separately to allow network to know in which fallback BCs UE doesn't require single UL”
It is true that UE could indicate fallback BC with better capabilities. However, we understand that this does not solve the issue completely. The issue is caused by different SUO capability in different supported UL pairs within a BC. They are not fallback BC with each other. So, we suggest not to mention the fallback aspect to RAN4.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	




Summary for Q2: TBD.

3.2 SCS of active DL/UL BWP
The issue is triggered by the LS R2-2102623 form RAN1 [6] which the following description: 

---------------------------------------------------------
RAN1 has identified that there is inconsistency between the description of FG6-4 BWP adaptation with different numerology in TR38.822 and the definition of UE capability parameter bwp-DiffNumerology in TS38.306. It triggers the discussion for the following issue in RAN1.
· Whether a UE can assume the same SCS and CP length for its active DL BWP and active UL BWP in a serving cell except for SUL at a given time
After discussion, RAN1 achieves the following conclusion.
	Conclusion
· It’s RAN1’s understanding that for both paired spectrum and unpaired spectrum UE may assume the same SCS and CP length for its active DL BWP and active UL BWP in a serving cell except for SUL at a given time
· No RAN1 CR is needed


----------------------------------------------------------

Several companies proposed CR to clarify this BWP operation issue. There are basically two different approaches. One is to clarify this in field description of capability bwp-DiffNumerology (and bwp-SameNumerology), the other is to clarity this in description of the IE BWP. So, the key difference is that whether the RAN1 conclusion “same SCS and CP length” is limited to the UE that supports bwp-DiffNumerology. Is it possible to have different SCS on active DL and UL BWP if the UE only support one dedicated BWP (FG 6-1 UE)? It would be good to check with companies understanding on this.

Question 3: Do companies agree that the RAN1 conclusion “same SCS and CP length for its active DL BWP and active UL BWP in a serving cell except for SUL at a given time” applies to general BWP operation for all UEs (i.e. not limited to UEs that support bwp-DiffNumerology and/or bwp-SameNumerology)?  

	Company
	Agree or not 
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Agree
	We understand the RAN1 discussion is triggered by FG6-4 UE but the conclusion is not limited to FG 6-4 UE. For UE supports only one dedicated BWP, the SCS of DL and UL should also be the same.
In addition, for UE that supports bwp-SameNumerology (FG6-2, FG6-3 UEs), it is unclear whether “same Numerology” applies to DL and UL separation. We understand that the original intention is to say same SCS for all DL/UL BWPs.
We therefore propose to have general clarification on the description of IE BWP in 38.331.
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Summary for Q3: TBD.

Besides for the two different approaches discussed in Q3, companies are invited to provide further comment/suggestion on the proposed CRs [7][8][9][10][11].

Question 4: Any further comment/suggestion on the proposed CRs [7][8][9][10][11]? 

	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	We think that some CR does not address the point that CP length should be the same for DL and UL active BWP (in addition to SCS). This is another reason that we think it is more suitable to clarify this in general description of BWP IE.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	




Summary for Q4: TBD.

4 Conclusions	
Base on the discussion in section 3, we have the following proposals: 

On Single Uplink Operation



On SCS of active DL/UL BWP
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