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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]This contribution summarizes the following discussion:
· [AT115-e][015][NR15] UE Capabilties I (Ericsson)
	Scope: Determine agreeable parts in a first phase, for agreeable parts agree on CRs. Treat R2-2108379, R2-2108380, R2-2108381, R2-2108382, R2-2108581, R2-2108582, R2-2108583, R2-2108584, R2-2108676, R2-2108677, R2-2106909, R2-2107977, R2-2107978,
	Intended outcome: Report, agreed CRs if applicable
	Deadline: Schedule 1

Companies are invited to fill in contact details.
	Company
	Contact details

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	zhaoyang@huawei.com

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	mkitazoe@qti.qualcomm.com

	Ericsson
	lian.araujo@ericsson.com

	MediaTek
	chun-fan.tsai@mediatek.com

	Nokia
	amaanat.ali@nokia.com

	OPPO
	qianxi.lu@oppo.com

	
	

	
	



2	Discussion
2.1	Part 1: Intended to determine agreeable parts
The CRs in [1][2][3][4] intend to clarify the fallback band combination definition to avoid misleading interpretations e.g. “The current wording suggests that the network should first configure a parent band combination and then deconfigure an SCell/UL SCell/SCG to end up with a fallback band combination” as stated in the coversheet. 
Q1 Do companies agree with the intention of the CRs above?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We think the current text is OK except the SUL correction part, and the proposed changes are not necessary.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes (proponent)
	

	MediaTek
	No
	We think current definition is clear. We don’t see how this could be interpreted as „NW has to configured parent first and release to get child“. 

	Nokia
	No
	The latter part of the proposal is actually a consequence of the part. If just a SCell is dropped there should be nothing required to be modified to the remaining configuration. Usually the current principle seems robust and no other clarifications are required.

Just also checking if there is a UE in the field that misbehaved as there are CRs on this topic?

	OPPO
	No
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



The CRs in [5][6][7][8] intend to clarify that the UE should also support the band combination resulting from the release of SUL configuration, i.e. “the logic of fallback by releasing SCell or SCell uplink should also be applied to SUL case” as stated in the coverseet. 
Q2 Do companies agree with the intention of the CRs above?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Proponent

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	Should be merged with [1]-[4]

	Ericsson
	
	We agree that once releasing SUL the UE shall also support its remaining configuration, but we do not think this needs to be clarified in the specifications. We think in general by e.g. releasing a certaing the UE should support its remaining configuration anyway.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	We see a point to clarify SUL here as the modelling was different here.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




The CRs in [9][10] intend to clarify how the CarrierAggregationVariant capability is applicable to the fallback definition when configuring single CC or single mode CA, e.g. “if for a BC (FDD + TDD CA) CarrierAggregationVariant indicates pCell can only be placed on FDD cell, whether a TDD only single Cell/CA is considered as “Fallback band combination’ of the combination?” as stated in the coverseet. The CRs propose to clarify that CarrierAggregationVariant is applicable to any fallback band combination, including the case when configuring single CC or single mode CA. 
Q3 Do companies agree with the intention of the CRs above?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Proponent

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	No
	Agree with the intention, but it is clear in [1]-[4] that the fallback is about not changing PCell.

	Ericsson
	No
	We think CarrierAggregationVariant is only applicable to CA case as it is stated in the current field descriptions, so it should not be applicable to single CC case.

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	We also understand that CarrierAggregationVariant capability is still applicable after fallback. But no sure this need to be clarified.

	Nokia
	No
	Yes, this is similar discussion as the BCS of parent BC. Why we would want to capture each case similarly why not a general definition which specifically says fallback BC inherits the same properties as the parent. If not the UE signals the BC once again with different properties?
So this should be normal case rather than capturing each and every case.

	OPPO
	No
	We also share the view that it is not for single-CC case.
And for CA case, same view as MTK above.

	
	
	

	
	
	




The CRs in [12][13] are related to the LS received from RAN1 [11] where it is confirmed that multiDCI-MultiTRP is applicable to the fallback definition. Hence, the CRs propose to correct the fallback definition for feature set per CC in a generic manner, which accounts for the multiDCI-MultiTRP capability (introduced in Rel-16) and ModulationOrder (introduced in Rel-15 and confirmed to be part of fallback definition in a previous LS R2-1810975). 
Q4 Do companies agree with the intention of the CRs above?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes (proponent)
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Suggested rewording: I would suggest to reword not to delete the text as it has some good context already.
How would this sound?
Fallback per CC feature set: A feature set per CC that has same or lower capabilities than the capabilities of UE (e.g. supported MIMO layers, BW) while keeping the numerology and other parameters the same for the reported feature set per CC for a given carrier per band.

	[bookmark: _GoBack]OPPO
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



2.2	Part 2: Intended to progress discussion on agreeable parts
- To be updated after discussion on part 1 - 
3	Conclusion

- To be updated after discussion on part 1 - 
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