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1. Overall Description:
The new DCI formats 0-3 and 1-3 were introduced for multi-carrier enhancements and a new UE capability FG 49-9 was introduced for SCell dormancy indication in RAN1. 
According to current RRM requirements for DCI based BWP switch delay on multiple CCs specified in section 8.6.2A in TS38.133, the incremental delay for each additional CC involved in simultaneous BWP switch depends on bwp-SwitchingMultiDormancyCCs-r16 for switching between non-dormant and dormant BWPs.
[bookmark: _Hlk166428636]bwp-SwitchingMultiDormancyCCs-r16, i.e., FG 6-3, was introduced for BWP switching between non-dormant and dormant BWPs on multiple CCs in Rel-16. The prerequisite feature groups for FG 6-3 are FG 18-4 or 18-4a, which are for format 0-1/1-1 or format 2-6, respectively. Thus, FG 6-3 cannot be reused for dormant BWP switching on multiple CCs in RRM requirements if the BWP switch is triggered by SCell dormancy indication in DCI format 0-3/1-3.

RAN4 discussed the following candidate approaches to address the issue. 
· Approach 1: In Rel-18 specification, add Rel-18 RAN1 FG 49-9 as the prerequisite for the FG 6-3 introduced in Rel-16.
	Features
	Index
	Feature group
	Components
	Prerequisite feature groups

	6. LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh
	6-3
	Dormant BWP switching on multiple CCs RRM requirements
	Incremental delay for BWP switch processing on additional SCells in DCI based simultaneous dormant BWP switching on multiple SCells
	RAN1 feature 18-4 or 18-4a or 49-9


· Approach 2: Introduce a new Rel-18 UE capability. For the new capability, if defined, 
· Approach 2-1: No prerequisite feature groups to allow flexibility.	Comment by Huawei: We don’t think approach 2-1 works, as 38-9 would overrides the existing one in R16.	Comment by Qian Yang: It works in my view. 
For a R18 UE, if it reports 38-9 only, it means the UE support incremental delay for BWP switch on multiple CCs. Then NW can trigger the BWP switch by any of 18-4 or 18-4a or 49-9 if it is supported by UE.
If the UE reports 38-9 and 6-3 together, then there also should be no problem as long as the UE indicate the same incremental delay. We may add a note for this.
	Features 
	Index 
	Feature group 
	Components 
	Prerequisite feature groups 

	38. 
NR_MC_enh 
	38-9
	Dormant BWP switching on multiple CCs RRM requirements
	Incremental delay for BWP switch processing on additional SCells in DCI based simultaneous dormant BWP switching on multiple SCells
	



· Approach 2-2: Define prerequisite feature group as 49-9 and add “with DCI 0-3/1-3” in feature group.
	Features 
	Index 
	Feature group 
	Components 
	Prerequisite feature groups 

	38. 
NR_MC_enh 
	38-9
	Dormant BWP switching on multiple CCs RRM requirements with DCI 0-3/1-3
	Incremental delay for BWP switch processing on additional SCells in DCI based simultaneous dormant BWP switching on multiple SCells
	49-9



RAN4 would like to ask RAN2 to discuss these candidate approaches and make final decision on the UE capability design. RAN4 will update UE feature list later based on RAN2 decision.	Comment by Qian Yang: If the note is agreeable, I would like to use this change instead.
Note: From RAN4 perspective, the order of preferences of all the approaches, if it is identified feasible, is Approach 1, Approach 2-1 and then Approach 2-2.	Comment by Huawei: If all companies can agree on approach1, the LS can only capture approach 1. ASN.1 is to be frozen in June, it seems a bit late to send an LS to trigger RAN2 discussion.	Comment by Qian Yang: We are in general fine with this. Just a bit worried if RAN2 finds out it is not feasible due to NBC issue, then what should we do.
	Comment by Ogeen Hanna Toma: We don’t think we discussed the order of preferences in RAN4 and not sure if this is common view in RAN4. We can leave it up to RAN2 to decide on the approach without having this note.	Comment by Qian Yang: Yes. We didn’t. The problem is that if RAN2 finds out that all approaches are feasible, what should they do. The preference from RAN4 perspective helps in this situation.


2. Actions:
To: RAN WG2
ACTION: 	RAN4 kindly asks RAN2 to take the above RAN4 agreements into account and make decision on the UE capability design. 

3. Reference:
[1] 

4. Date of Next TSG RAN WG4 Meetings:
TSG RAN WG4 Meeting #112   		August 19 – August 23, 2024			Maastricht, Netherland
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