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1	Introduction
In the discussion about the scope of a potential Rel-18 work item on enhancements for Multi-USIM operation it has been suggested to introduce means for “UE capability coordination/update with NW A when it turns partial TX or RX chains to NW B”. In the discussion we raised our concerns with such generic scheme and noticed that different companies seem to have different understanding about the technical realization, benefits and risks. 
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
In NR the UE capabilities are static and cannot be changed while the UE is in RRC CONNECTED or RRC INACTIVE (see 38.300, section 7.5). Based on those capabilities, the NW may choose which combination of features (bands, carriers, layers, ...) is most suitable for the UE in the current coverage, cell load and traffic situation. When the situation changes the NW may choose a different configuration. 
[bookmark: _Toc81841211]The UE capabilities are static.
In addition, the UE may send preference indications (in the UE assistance information) to the NW which the NW may take into account when choosing or changing the UE’s configuration. E.g. the UE may suggest to configure fewer carriers, fewer MIMO layers or longer DRX cycles in order to reduce its battery consumption. The gNB may adjust the UE’s configuration accordingly. However, it may also decide to keep the configuration unchanged if the parameters in the UE’s preference indication would break the QoS contract (e.g. too long DRX cycle requested for VoNR packet delay budget). It may also keep SCells enabled if that is necessary to offload a highly loaded carrier and thereby sustain the network’s capacity. In short, the UE may provide preferences but the NW is responsible for radio resource management and for fulfilling QoS contracts and key performance indicators. 
[bookmark: _Toc81841212]The UE may provide its preferences in the UE assistance indications, but the NW is responsible for radio resource management and for fulfilling QoS contracts and key performance indicators.
In the discussion about Rel-18 enhancements for MUSIM operation, it has been suggested to introduce means for “UE capability coordination/update with NW A when it turns partial TX or RX chains to NW B”. This seems to suggest that the UE decides to allocate some of its hardware for communication with another network and that the network must follow that decision. 
While some concrete examples are given (e.g. reduce the number of MIMO layers on a carrier) the proposed functionality appear to be generic. I.e., if the UE is allowed to update its capabilities towards network A, it could update any capabilities for any purpose. 
Hence, the control would no longer be with the network and with the operator but rather with the UE and the user. At the same time, the UE and the user would of course still expect the network and the operator to fulfil QoS contracts and KPIs. Obviously, such split in responsibility and resource management would result in problems and make it impossible to ensure decent performance. 
[bookmark: _Toc81841213]Allowing UEs to change any UE capabilities on-the-fly would allow them to control to a large extent their own configuration. This would likely harm the performance KPIs (latency, throughput, system capacity) and increase the amount of control signalling and processing thereof. 
In the discussion, some companies seemed to suggest realizing the “UE capability coordination/update” by (enhancements to) the existing UE assistance information framework. This would indeed be more compliant with the existing principles since the UE capabilities as such remain static and the given “indications” are just preferences. 
[bookmark: _Toc81841214]Realizing the RX/TX sharing for MUSIM operation by means of UE preference indications in UE assistance information would keep the ultimate control with the NW. 
In general, we think that the solution details and the claimed benefits require more careful investigation. As outlined above, a not thought-through addition may be complex to implement, and it may have far reaching consequences on the system performance. Therefore, we support the suggestion made by other companies to start with a study item if considered sufficiently important compared to other Rel-18 items on the table.
[bookmark: _Toc81841215]Stick to the principle that UE capabilities are static and that the UE may provide configuration preferences via UE assistance information. 
[bookmark: _Toc81841216]Consider a Rel-18 study item to investigate whether and how UE assistance information could be used to utilize Rx/Tx chains more efficiently in case of MUSIM operation. 
3	Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	The UE capabilities are static.
Observation 2	The UE may provide its preferences in the UE assistance indications, but the NW is responsible for radio resource management and for fulfilling QoS contracts and key performance indicators.
Observation 3	Allowing UEs to change any UE capabilities on-the-fly would allow them to control to a large extent their own configuration. This would likely harm the performance KPIs (latency, throughput, system capacity) and increase the amount of control signalling and processing thereof.
Observation 4	Realizing the RX/TX sharing for MUSIM operation by means of UE preference indications in UE assistance information would keep the ultimate control with the NW.

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	Stick to the principle that UE capabilities are static and that the UE may provide configuration preferences via UE assistance information.
Proposal 2	Consider a Rel-18 study item to investigate whether and how UE assistance information could be used to utilize Rx/Tx chains more efficiently in case of MUSIM operation.
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