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1 Introduction and discussion
During the discussions in RAN2#58bis, it was agreed that the Improved L2 support is not only restricted to UE categories supporting 64QAM and MIMO and that all HSDPA capable Release-7 UE s can indicate support for Improved L2. The question on if the improved L2 should be signaled in the RRC Connection Request or in the subsequent messages was discussed based on ‎[1] but not decided.  
The need to indicate the Improved L2 support also depends on if the improved L2 is mandated for all HSDPA capable release 7 UEs, as proposed in ‎[2] and ‎[3]. If the improved L2 is mandatory for all HSDPA capable UEs, the Improved L2 support can be directly obtained from HSDPA capability and release indicator.
In this contribution we discuss once again the need to indicate the Improved L2 support in the RRC Connection Request, and propose to provide RAN plenary with 2 sets of CRs, one assuming that the Improved L2 support is mandatory and in not indicated in the RRC Connection Request, and one assuming that the Improved L2 support is not mandatory, in which case it should be indicated in the RRC Connection Request. 
In ‎[1], we argued that there does not seem to be a major reason to include the indication of the Improved L2 support in the RRC Connection Request. However, during the analysis, we did not address the configuration of the transport network. 

As shown in ‎[1], the knowledge on the Improved L2 support can be used to determine if flexible RLC PDU size and MAC-ehs should be used for the SRBs. If MAC-ehs can be used for SRBs, it is possible to set up the transport network to operate using Iub FP Type 2 already after the RRC Connection Request is received. If this information is not available, it is necessary to configure the transport network to use Iub FP Type 1. However, later, when the user plane radio access bearers are set-up, it will be necessary to reconfigure the transport network to use the Iub FP Type 2.

It is worth noticing that a similar reconfiguration from MAC-hs to MAC-ehs is also required. However, based on the analysis of ‎[1], this reconfiguration can be expected to be straightforward. 

Based on this, it seems that there is some benefit to indicate the Improved L2 support in the RRC Connection Request. Thus we propose to follow the original recommendation from RAN2 and to include Improved L2 support in the RRC Connection Request. More precisely, we propose to

Proposal 1: RAN2 provides two sets of CRs for the RAN plenary. One assuming that Improved L2 is mandatory and is not indicated in the RRC Connection Request, and one assuming that Improved L2 is not mandatory but is indicated in the RRC Connection Request.

2 Conclusion

The need to include Improved L2 support indication in the RRC Connection Request has been discussed, and it has been shown that from transport network configuration point of view, there is some benefit of having the indication. It is proposed that

Proposal 1: RAN2 provides two sets of CRs for the RAN plenary. One assuming that Improved L2 is mandatory and is not indicated in the RRC Connection Request, and one assuming that Improved L2 is not mandatory but is indicated in the RRC Connection Request.
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