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1 Introduction
There are some Rel-15/Rel-16 features which are not applicable to IAB. This contribution is to discuss the specification impacts of these features.
2 Discussion
In the RAN4 LS R4-2005608, RAN4 has identified some Rel-15 features that are not applicable to IAB nodes.

	RAN4 has discussed the support of Rel.15 UE features by the IAB-MT. RAN4 would like to inform RAN1 and RAN2 about the following agreements and seek feedback on the following aspects:

To RAN2 and RAN1:

RAN4 found that some of the Rel. 15 UE features are not applicable to the IAB-MT, hence, they would not be supported. The features marked as not supported or different from Rel 15 NR UE capability should be taken into account.
RAN4 would like to inform RAN2 about these agreements such that they are be taken into account when RAN2 designs the signalling framework. 
RAN4 would like to ask RAN2 if RAN4 agreements cannot be taken into account from RAN2 signalling aspect regarding the signalling and update on the features which different compared to Rel-15 UE feature list i.e. if take original feature changes to not supported, this feature should be ignored or still set to be optional.
The list with these features can be found in the WF on IAB-MT RAN4 features agreed in R4-2005606 [1] and attached to this LS. 


In RAN2, there are also some Rel-15/16 features which are not relevant to IAB, such as voice related features (e.g. IMS, SRVCC and etc). An issue is how to capture capabilities for these inapplicable features.
Observation 1: There are some features in Rel-15/16 which are applicable to normal UEs but not applicable to IAB.

A question is how to handle this kind of features in UE capability. As we discussed in the email discussion [Post109bis-e][925][IAB], for wide area IAB deployment, we think the capability handling can be based on OAM. It means that OAM should first get the capability information based on declaration from vendors and then send this capability information to donor-CU. 

But for local area IAB deployment, we think IAB-MT may report its capabilities to the donor-CU and the capability can largely reuse the UE capability reporting signaling. In this case, for those features which are not applicable to IAB, a simple way is that the IAB-MT can just report “not supported” or not report “supported”.
Proposal 1: For local area IAB deployment, IAB-MT may report its capabilities to the network, and in this capability reporting, IAB-MT may report “not supported” for Rel-15/16 features which are not applicable to IAB. 
Another issue is how to handle the case if a Rel-15 feature which was mandatory without capability but is considered as no applicable or optional for IAB. For wide-area IAB, it doesn’t matter as the signaling is not necessary and the vendor can anyway declare such features are supported or not supported. For local area IAB, as the IAB-MT may need to signal its capabilities to the network, the corresponding signaling should be added for these Rel-15 features which used to be mandatory without capabilities to UEs.

In this way, we may not need to analyze now which features are inapplicable to IAB, as anyway the vendor will not implement such features if they are not applicable.
Proposal 2: For Rel-15 features which are mandatory without capabilities to UEs but considered as either optional or inapplicable to IAB, the corresponding signaling bits can be added for capability reporting by the local area IAB-MT.
Proposal 3: It should be fine if RAN2 does not conclude one-by-one on which features are inapplicable to IAB, since anyway capability reporting signaling by the local area IAB-MT is sufficient.
3 Conclusion and Proposals
In this contribution, we discuss how to handle those features which are inapplicable to IAB.
Observation 1: There are some features in Rel-15/16 which are applicable to normal UEs but not applicable to IAB.

Proposal 1: For local area IAB deployment, IAB-MT may report its capabilities to the network, and in this capability reporting, IAB-MT may report “not supported” for Rel-15/16 features which are not applicable to IAB. 

Proposal 2: For Rel-15 features which are mandatory without capabilities to UEs but considered as either optional or inapplicable to IAB, the corresponding signaling bits can be added for capability reporting by the local area IAB-MT.

Proposal 3: It should be fine if RAN2 does not conclude one-by-one on which features are inapplicable to IAB, since anyway capability reporting signaling by the local area IAB-MT is sufficient.
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