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1. Introduction
The Rel.16 RAN4 feature list has been discussed for multiple meetings with the latest agreements captured in [1]. There are still some features that are not yet agreed (in [] within the document). Among these, there are some proposals on features/capabilities that imply RAN4 requirements are made optional. In this paper we discuss the issues arising from such features and propose to disallow such features from RAN4 feature lists.
2. Discussion
In previous meetings the following RAN4 features/capabilities were proposed but were not yet agreed. They are captured with [] in [1]:

Table 1: Proposed Optional RAN4 requirements

	Index
	Feature group
	Components

	[9-8]
	[Multiple SCell activation]
	1) Support of multiple SCell activation RRM requirement

	[9-9]
	[UE specific CBW change]
	1) Support of UE-specific CBW change RRM requirement

	[9-10]
	[Spatial relation switch for uplink]
	1) Support of UL spatial relation switch RRM requirement


The features shown in Table are proposing to make the RAN4 requirements for the corresponding features defined by other working groups optional.
These features were introduced by other WGs(RAN1/2) during release 15 and RAN4 did not have time to define the corresponding requirements during Rel.15. RAN4 defined the requirements for these features under the Rel.16 RRM enhancements item.

If such features implying the optionality of RAN4 requirements are allowed, the original feature defined by other working groups is rendered optional because testing becomes impossible. If a device does not have to meet any requirement for a certain feature, that feature cannot be tested in practice. This would create a very unfortunate precedent through which a feature defined by another work group as mandatory becomes optional through a RAN4 artifact.

Observation 1. A RAN4 capability implying the optionality of meeting RAN4 requirements for a certain feature will implicitly make the feature optional by making it impossible to test.

Furthermore, RAN4 defines requirements for different features and the requirements become mandatory for a UE that supports that feature. The RAN4 requirements always come in a package with the support of a certain feature. A distinction should be made between having a feature optional (UEs can choose to support it or not) and having RAN4 requirements as optional for a certain feature. The latter would imply that a UE can declare that it supports a feature, however, it does not meet any core/performance requirement for it. Hence, RAN4 requirements for a feature must be mandatory.
Observation 2. RAN4 requirements come in a package with the support of the feature, hence, they must be mandatory.
Based on the observations above, RAN4 should not consider any capabilities proposing to make the RAN4 requirements for a certain feature optional. All such capabilities should be removed from the Rel.16 feature list. 

Allowing UEs the option of not meeting RAN4 requirements for some features will set a bad precedent and likely lead to a situation where companies might stop putting effort into RAN4, RAN5 and GCF. If a company cannot meet some requirements, they would try to make them optional. This would lead to performance issues in networks, impact the reputation of 3GPP as a cellular system benchmark and cause a loss of faith in both consumers and business customers. Overall, this could raise a serious issue for the entire eco-system.

Proposal: RAN4 should not consider any capability that makes RAN4 requirements optional for a feature. All such capabilities/features should be removed from the Rel.16 feature list.
3. Conclusion
In this paper we discussed the issue of having RAN4 capabilities implying RAN4 requirements for certain features are optional. We made the following observations and proposal:

Observation 1. A RAN4 capability implying the optionality of meeting RAN4 requirements for a certain feature will implicitly make the feature optional by making it impossible to test.

Observation 2. RAN4 requirements come in a package with the support of the feature, hence, they must be mandatory.
Proposal: RAN4 should not consider any capability that makes RAN4 requirements optional for a feature. All such capabilities/features should be removed from the Rel.16 feature list.
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