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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]In RAN2#122 it was agreed to send an LS to RAN1/4 on further guidelines for UE capabilities (R2-2306810). This contribution discusses the interpretation of those guidelines in feature group discussions.
2	Discussion
In RAN2#122, the following UE capability guidelines were sent to RAN1/4:
1	Avoid defining capabilities with pre-requisite on a finer granularity
Usually UE capabilities with pre-requisite are defined in the same or finer granularity than its pre-requisite. When such UE capabilities are defined in a coarser granularity than its pre-requisite, it becomes ambiguous on where the coarser capability can be supported. One example is harqACK-jointMultiDCI-MultiTRP-r16  (defined per UE), which has as pre-requisite multiDCI-MultiTRP-r16 (defined per FSPC). Previously it was discussed that RAN2 understands that for the features with prerequisite in a finer granularity, UE shall indicate support of the pre-requisite for at least one band/component carrier in at least one band combination. But such logic risks to not be in line for every future capability added, and rather than having special handling for each of those cases, it would be simpler to define UE capabilities in the same or finer granularity than its pre-requisite.
2	Define UE features in line with fallback capability signaling
For NR, from a signaled band combination, the UE support of lower order band combinations can be derived as described in Fallback band combination definition in clause 3.1 from 38.306. The signaling does not account for: using a signaled band combination to derive supported features for higher order band combinations; deriving the support of a feature via multiple band combinations.
3	Avoid defining capabilities with multiple alternatives conditional to the support of other features/configurations
For instance, the pdcch-BlindDetectionMixedList3-r17 indicates the UE support of a feature when the UE is configured with mix of Rel. 15, Rel. 16 and Rel. 17 PDCCH monitoring capabilities on different carriers, while pdcch-BlindDetectionMixedList2-r17 indicates the UE support for a mix of Rel. 16 and Rel. 17, and yet pdcch-BlindDetectionMixedList1-r17 indicates the UE support for a mix of Rel. 15 and Rel. 17. All those flavours are complex not only to be specified (and with risk that different vendors have different understandings which may result in IODT issues), but are likely to have great increase in the UE capability signaling.

While generally we understand those guidelines are helpful to improve the UE capability signaling, one particular guideline seems to require further clarification “Avoid defining capabilities with pre-requisite on a finer granularity”. 


This guideline was originally discussed due to MIMO features where a defined feature was in a coarser granularity than its pre-requisite, however this conflicts in some cases with a previous guideline in R2-2002378 (Minimize features “per-BandCombination” and “per-Band-of-a-BandCombination”) – this guideline states that the signaling should be minimized, but at the same time the guideline on pre-requisite features states that features with coarser granularity than pre-requisite should be avoided. This can lead into cases where a pre-requisite is defined e.g. per BC (which is where most of UE capability size comes from) and all the dependent features end up defined also per BC, which defeats the purpose to decrease the signaling overhead. Hence, although the guideline on pre-requisite features is still useful, it may usually require further RAN2 input on which cases it may be more fruitful to apply it and which cases it can be more cumbersome. 
[bookmark: _Toc149844788]The guideline on “Avoid defining capabilities with pre-requisite on a finer granularity” has not always been easy to apply by other working groups and may defeat the purpose to decrease signaling overhead. 
Therefore, to avoid confusion in RAN1 and RAN4, we think it would be useful to rediscuss the guideline to make it more clear or to remove it. Since the UE capability discussions are already ongoing and for simplicity, we think it could be easier to remove the guideline and inform it to RAN1/4 as soon as possible.
[bookmark: _Toc149844787]RAN2 to inform RAN1/4 that, to avoid confusion and for simplicity, the previous guideline on “Avoid defining capabilities with pre-requisite on a finer granularity” needs not to be followed. 
3	Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	The guideline on “Avoid defining capabilities with pre-requisite on a finer granularity” has not always been easy to apply by other working groups and may defeat the purpose to decrease signaling overhead.

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	RAN2 to inform RAN1/4 that, to avoid confusion and for simplicity, the previous guideline on “Avoid defining capabilities with pre-requisite on a finer granularity” needs not to be followed.
 



