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DISCUSSION
- 	Huawei think there is no problem to resolve. 

Offline 42, offline resolve which option is correct, if any. 
- 	Nokia think this is controversial. At least ASN.1 changes seems not agreeable. 
- 	No conclusion at this meeting expected. 
- 	Docomo think the ASN1 works, but think we should think about this and the beahivour is different from LTE.
- 	Ericsson think we also have NBs that are not the latest version. 


[107bis#xx][] Clarifying the interpretation behind the encapsulation of the filter extensions (Nokia)
	Intended outcome: Report to next meeting, possibly agreeable CR (dep on progress)
	Deadline:  Long
2	Discussion
During the RAN2#107-bis meeting, there were 4 options presented [1], [2], [3] and [4]: The CRs are attached with the discussion document but quickly the options are described below:
Option 1: Correct the procedural text to echo the UE-CapabilityRequestFilterCommon in receivedFilters. As a consequence, the receivedFilters needs to be dummified and a new extension for v15.8 to point to the right container. This is ASN.1 wise done in backward compatible manner but procedural text will still remain non-backward compatible.
Option 2: Only discard the ellipsis in the UE-CapabilityRequestFilterCommon.
Option 3: Place notes near the extension marking mechanisms to warn to use only nonCriticalExtension and not use the ellipsis in UE-CapabilityRequestFilterCommon.
Option 4: Dummify the nonCriticalExtension and continue to use the extensions provided by ellipsis mechanism in UE-CapabilityRequestFilterCommon.
Q1: Which Option would be suitable for companies? Please indicate preferred Option.
	Company
	Preferred option(s)

	Nokia
	Option 1 is a clean way out but procedural text wise not backward compatible (but still limited impact as this affects only late drop).

	NTT DOCOMO
	None of them. There might be different use cases in future to use both extension mechanisms. It should be kept as it is and could be discussed later, if the real problem is identified.
On the other hand, as commented in the last meeting, the current procedure text results in echoing back all of the filters, even though the UE didn’t use all of them. It would be unnecessary burden for future UEs to increase the capability signalling size. It was commented in the last meeting that the full set of filers needs to be forward for the target node to learn the filter setting used by the source node. Nevertheless, it could also be learned by OAM. To save the UE effort, the UE should be able to echo back only the filters which the UE used.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	We think that the current UE according to the procedure text includes the ue-CapabilityEnquiryExt, which is OCTET STRING (CONTAINING UECapabilityEnquiry-v1560-IEs). So the only necessary “correction” is to change the procedural text as follows.
1>	if the network included ue-CapabilityEnquiryExtension:
2>	include the received ue-CapabilityEnquiryExtension in the field receivedFilters;
It is our understanding however that the intention was to define additional filters only in UE-CapabilityRequestFilterCommon using the extension marker, and the non-critical extension of UECapabilityEnquiry message is used for other extensions, e.g. “UL RRC segmentation allowed” flag from RACS WI. So we could define “enhanced” the UE behaviour to omit the non-critical extension within OCTET STRING (CONTAINING UECapabilityEnquiry-v1560-IEs), in case of echo-back. With this change, the network needs to handle the two different UE implementations.
We believe it is beneficial for the network to know all the configured filters even if not all of them were applied by the UE. This will avoid a subsequent gNB to request UE capability again to obtain more information, not knowing all the filters already used by the previous gNB.

	MediaTek
	We acknowledge the current requirement is a little strange as it will result in the UE signalling all the future extensions of the UECapabilityEnquiry message, which probably is not what was intended.  However, the issue seems just to be an inconvenience (extra information in the container) that doesn’t affect the functioning of the system.  So we tend to think there is no problem that’s critical to fix.
If companies consider that there is a need to fix the behaviour, Qualcomm’s suggested solution through omitting the nonCriticalExtension seems reasonable to us.  It doesn’t appear that there would be real procedural impact on the network to handle the different UE implementations, since in any case the nonCriticalExtension is OPTIONAL; the network should be able to process a message omitting it, since all the related content is in the capabilityRequestFilterCommon.

	Ericsson
	We agree with DOCOMO that both extensions may be used, and thus we see no need for change in the current behaviour. If RAN2 adds additional filters that are applicable to all capability containers, those should go into the “UE-CapabilityRequestFilterCommon”. If RAN2 adds additional filters which are only applicable to a specific RAT, they could go into a “UE-CapabilityRequestFilterNR-vxyz” that is included into an extension of the “UECapabilityEnquiry-v1560-IEs”. 
We certainly think that the approach to return all received filters in an OCTET STRING is valuable. Having to add learning algorithms in OAM sounds a lot more complex. We also expect the size of these filters to be negligible compared to the actual capabilities. And even if RAN2 would change the behaviour so that a UE reports only the capabilities that it applied, a UE that comprehends and applies them all would anyway have to include them (and hence suffer from the size). In terms of UE complexity there should be no doubt that echoing an entire OCTET STRING is easier than composing a new one. 

	Huawei
	We agree with Ericsson and Docomo. The current design and procedures provide a unified way to echo back and we prefer to keep this simple way. 

	OPPO
	We agree with Qualcomm that the only change would be on the ue-CapabilityEnquiryExtension, since the current way of echoing back all filters is a more unified way and can be thus kept as it is.



3	Summary
Thanks for the companies participating in the discussion. Almost all the companies believe that the UE echoing back the “unnecessary” part i.e. the non-critical extensions to the UE Capability Enquiry procedure should not add any noticeable overhead. If there is an issue in the future then something could be done.
In addition, the companies understand that the network should know all the configured filters it sent to the UE even if not all of them were applied by the UE (i.e. the UE performs a pure echo and does not filter the filter).
Proposal 1: Retain the current principle that the UE echoes the ue-CapabilityEnquiryExt IE.
Proposal 2: RAN2 understands that the UE should echo all the configured filters and not just echo the parts that it used (FFS if this needs to be captured in TS 38.331 as a NOTE for UE implementation).
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