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1	Introduction
This document is to kick off the following email discussion:
[bookmark: _Ref178064866][AT109bis-e][016][NR15] UE Cap Miscellaneous III (Oppo, ZTE, Nokia, Huawei)
Scope: Treat R2-2002694, R2-2002695, R2-2002637, R2-2002636, R2-2002989, R2-2002678, R2-2003541, R2-2003542
Part 1: Determine which issues that need resolution, find agreeable proposals. Deadline: April 23 0700 UTC 
Part 2: For the parts that are agreeable, discussion will continue to agree on CRs.

2	Discussion
Companies are requested to add their comments for each of the treated CRs of this email discussion in the boxes below (one for each CR to be treated).
2.1	Clarification on BandParameters (R2-2002694, R2-2002695, R2-2002637, R2-2002636)
In the related contributions, the proposal is to add a field description in Rel-15 to clarify the relationship between the original bandList and bandList-v1540, and further extend it to bandList-v16xy. 
Although two options are provided in R2-2002694, 
· CRs are prepared based on option-1 (proposed as baseline in 2694), i.e., the UE shall include the same number of entries, and listed in the same order in different versions of bandList. 
· In option-2, the CR only mandates the same order but not the same number of entries.

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Comments

	OPPO
	Agree
	Apparently the 

	Nokia
	Not yet…
	· For R2-2002694, R2-2002695 have we misunderstood something? In our understanding, the SRS params are not needed to be filled in for all the band combinations so the presence will take care.
· For R2-2002637, R2-2002636 this should be common sense based on how the lists are formatted and there should be no misunderstanding?

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



2.2	Removing bandwidth class F (R2-2002989)
RAN4 dummy bandwidth class F so that the CR is to remove that by clarification in 38.306.

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



2.3	Clarify the bwp-WithoutRestriction (R2-2002678)
In the description for IE of bwp-WithoutRestriction , the sentence of “The Bandwidth restriction in terms of DL BWP for PCell and PSCell means that the bandwidth of a UE-specific RRC configured DL BWP may not include the bandwidth of CORESET #0 (if configured) and SSB.” Is misleading, since it should be for “BWP operation without bandwidth restriction”.

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Comments

	Nokia
	Disagree
	Is there really any way to misinterpret this? If this is really an issue we can agree to fix that as part of rapporteur CR.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



2.4	Clarify the bwp-SwitchingDelay (R2-2003541, R2-2003542)
In the description of the field bwp-SwitchingDelay, it says “Defines whether the UE supports DCI and timer-based active BWP switching delay type1 or type2 specified in clause 8.6.2 of TS 38.133 [5]. It is mandatory to report type 1 or type 2”. It mandates a UE to report the support of type1 or type2 for BWP switching delay. The proposal is to add “if the UE reports bwp-DiffNumerology, bwp-SameNumerology or bwp-WithoutRestriction.” to avoid the case of basic BWP operation.

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Comments

	Nokia
	Strictly disagree
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Agreeing to this change will make a mandatory Rel-15 feature optional. The BWP DCI switching was supposed to be mandatory with capability, but now the proposal is to make it mandatory if UE supports the 6-3/6-4/6-1a, which was never the intent of this capability.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 


Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
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