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Introduction 
This document aims to initiate the following offline discussion:
[AT119bis-e][004][NR17] UE caps Main (Intel)
	Scope: Treat R2-2210660, R2-2210661, R2-2210565, R2-2210585 (if / when updated R1 feature list is available). Take into account updates to R1 and R4 feature lists, if they become available during the meeting. Determine agreeable parts, for agreeable parts capture in CRs,
	Intended outcome: Report, Agreed-in-principle CRs (rapporteur can choose if to merge into mega CRs at current or next meeting).
	Deadline: Schedule 1, or modifications by Rapporteur 
Companies’ point of contact
	Company
	Point of contact
	Email address

	Intel Corporation
	Seau Sian Lim
	seau.s.lim@intel.com

	Xiaomi
	Yumin Wu
	wuyumin@xiaomi.com

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Masato KITAZOE
	mkitazoe@qti.qualcomm.com

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



NTN support by RedCap UE 
The CR [1] has the following reason for change:
 In 4.2.21.1,feature group not supported by RedCap UE  are explicitly listed, and other features not listed there are assumed to be supproted by RedCap UEs, as specified below.

	CA, MR-DC, DAPS, CPAC and IAB (i.e., the RedCap UE is not expected to act as IAB node) related UE features and corresponding capabilities are not supported by RedCap UEs. All other feature groups or components of the feature groups as captured in TR 38.822 [24] as well as capabilities specified in this specification remain applicable for RedCap UEs same as non-RedCap UEs, unless indicated otherwise.
It would be difficult for RedCap UE to support NTN becaue link budget of NTN link would be insufficient for RedCap UEs and NTN requires extra capabilities to enable NTN on top of TN capabilities, which is not acceptable for RedCap UE. 


Q1 Do companies agree with the proposed changes in the CR? If not, please provide your reasons in the comment column.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	No
	From RAN2 perspective, we have not identified any blocking issue for supporting RedCap UEs supporting NTN access. Link budget is essentially deployment issue, and no quantitative analysis was provided by the CR proponent.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Clarification on the MBS feature 33-1-2 and 33-3-2
The CR [2] has the following reason for change:
 In the RAN1#109-e meeting, RAN1 made the following agreements:
For FDM between one unicast PDSCH and one group-common PDSCH in a slot, only case 1 in the following cases is supported.
· Case 1: the unicast PDSCH and the group-common PDSCH in a slot are partially or fully overlapping in time domain and non-overlapping in frequency domain
· Case 2: the unicast PDSCH and the group-common PDSCH in a slot are non-overlapping in time domain and non-overlapping in frequency domain 
· Case 3: the unicast PDSCH and the group-common PDSCH in a slot are non-overlapping in time domain and overlapping in frequency domain
The corresponding RAN1 features are as follows:
[image: ]
[image: ]

According to the RAN#97-e meeting discussion, two CRs (i.e. RP-222552 and RP-222553) related to MBS feature 33-1-2 and 33-3-2 are reserved. According to the 38.306 CR  in RP-222552, it is still unclear whether the FDM capability covers the case that two PDSCHs can be partially or fully overlapping in time domain.


[bookmark: _Hlk116029933]Q2 Do companies agree with the proposed changes in the CR? If not, please provide your reasons in the comment column.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Intel
	No 
	This should be discussed in RAN1 first and if this is the correct understanding, the R1 feature list should be updated to reflect on this before RAN2 update 38.306.  Proponent of the CR can bring this to RAN1 directly to discuss it as part of the feature list update.

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	Since this FDM feature has been agreed by RAN1 several meetings ago, we think that companies can double check with their RAN1 colleagues on the correct understanding on the MBS feature 33-1-2 and 33-3-2. I would also agree that the RAN1 feature list does not provide the detailed description on the agreed Case 1. If companies think that the feature list needs to be updated to capture the RAN1 agreements correctly, we can send an LS to RAN1. 

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	In general, it is preferred to act only based on RAN1 input. But our internal check with RAN1 colleagues suggests that the proposed change is agreeable.

	
	
	



Clarification on the ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17
The discussion paper [3] and the corresponding CR [4] attempt to provide the dependencies related to the new UE capability ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 with the existing power class UE capabilities in Rel-15 and 16. The following proposals are provided in the discussion paper:
 Proposal 1: For MR-DC BCs containing only single CC or intra-band CA in NR side, the ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17shall be aligned to the corresponding powerClassNRPart-r16.
Proposal 2: If the ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 was reported, the minimum value of ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 and powerClass(powerClass-v1610) determines maximum TX power available in the corresponding band. 
Proposal 2a: If the ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 was not reported, the minimum value of ue-PowerClass(-v1610/1700)  and powerClass(powerClass-v1610) determines maximum TX power available in the corresponding band. 


Rapporteur noticed that the note in the latest R4 feature list R4-2215143 (R4 16-8) is removed but the note for ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 seems to have been left or included mistakenly as follow:
	ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17
Indicates the UE power class per band per band combination.

NOTE:	It is not applicable to the case when UL-MIMO and intra-band UL CA are in operation at the same time.
	FS
	No
	N/A
	FR1 only



Q3 Do companies agree with the proposals above in [4]?

	Company
	Proposal 1 (yes/no)
	Proposal 2
(yes/no)
	Proposal 2a
(yes/no)
	Comments

	Intel
	See comment
	See comment
	See comment
	We think that whether to add these kind of dependencies or restriction should be first discussed in RAN4.

Our understanding is that the proposals are related to the the applicability of the feature to intra-band and inter-band UL CA. As the rapporteur indicated, in the last RAN4 meeting the note in the R4 feature list related to intra-band UL CA is removed. Therefore,  whether to add additional dependencies should be first discussed in RAN 4.

If the proposals are supported by majority, we could  check with RAN4 whether the proposals on the dependencies are correct and asked them to include them to the feature list table. 

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	See comment
	See comment
	See comment
	Interaction among different power class parameters has been difficult topic which RAN2 could not resolve themselves in the past. Better to check with RAN4.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	




Q4 If the proposals are agreeable from RAN2 perspective, do companies agree to send a LS to RAN4 to check the proposals?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	See comment
	Support sending LS to RAN4. We do not need to make any RAN2 agreement and should just focus on asking questions for clarification.

	
	
	




Q5 Do companies agree to remove the note as below in ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 to align with R4 feature list?

NOTE:	It is not applicable to the case when UL-MIMO and intra-band UL CA are in operation at the same time.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Intel
	Yes
	To align with the latest R4 list until the next one is received.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Conclusion
To be added latter
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