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1. Introduction

This document summarises the email discussion on change of UE capability after RAN2#59.

2. Discussion

Regrettably, the discussion was brief and only partially conclusive.  The following two points were suggested as possible areas of agreement:
1) Indication of network support.  This seems to be clearly necessary

in the system information; because of cases with a drift RNC, it

appears also to be necessary to include the flag in the

reconfiguration messages (i.e., in any messages that could potentially

cause an SRNS relocation).

2) "Nesting" behaviour for reconfiguration messaging.  The simplest

way to resolve this, as suggested in the discussion, would be to

include in the reconfiguration an indication of whether it is in

response to a UE request.

(The second point, as clarified later in the discussion, was suggesting that the group could agree on whether the “nested” message order was needed.)  The following sections summarise the discussion on these two points, as well as other issues that arose during the discussion.

2.1.
Indication of network support

Contrary to what was initially suggested (item 1 above), the discussion quickly came to an agreement that an indication of network support is not needed in the system information, but only in RRC messaging.  The general consensus was that this flag would need to be present in all reconfiguration messages, since any such message could cause an SRNS relocation and the node of interest is the serving RNC; however, one company indicated that they thought the flag could be provided only in the UE CAPABILITY INFORMATION CONFIRM message.

This “indication of support” flag is separate from the “accept” flag discussed in the next section.
2.2.
Nesting of messages

The second issue of “nesting behaviour” proved to be more complex than the summary suggested.  The issue applies only to “reconfiguration required” cases (as described in [1]), and this section confines attention to these cases.
For the “reconfiguration” case, no company expressed an interest in mandating the nested order of messages; it seems that all participants in the discussion agree that the UE CAPABILITY INFORMATION CONFIRM message and the related reconfiguration should take place asynchronously, with a flag in at least one message indicating that the network accepts the UE’s request for a change of capability.

The majority view (albeit a majority in a small group) was that this flag could be carried only in the reconfiguration messages, with the semantics “this reconfiguration is in response to the UE request”.  However, one company indicated that they felt this flag should be in the UE CAPABILITY INFORMATION CONFIRM message, possibly with separate values indicating whether the network expects to send the reconfiguration message immediately or after some delay.  No specific use case was identified for this multiple-value approach.
If more than one request could be outstanding from a UE at a time, the flag would need to have more than one bit and function as a transaction ID.  Some companies mentioned this possibility, though no one expressed a strong conviction that it was necessary.

It appears that the group can agree that:

· The “nested” message order is not required;

· A flag in one of the response messages indicates whether the network “agrees”;

· The actual UE configuration changes only when the reconfiguration message is received (using existing procedures).

Some more discussion may be needed to reach consensus on whether the “accept” flag belongs in the reconfiguration message or the UE CAPABILITY INFORMATION CONFIRM message.

2.3.
Other issues

2.3.1.
Non-reconfiguration cases
For cases where no reconfiguration message is required, there was no disagreement that the “accept” flag would be sent in the UE CAPABILITY INFORMATION CONFIRM message.  However, there were two positions on whether the flag alone was adequate, with some companies indicating that they felt a method of synchronisation could be needed (e.g., in the case that the UE changes its HSDPA category in a way that causes a change of CQI tables).  The possibility of adding an activation time to the UE CAPABILITY INFORMATION CONFIRM message for these cases was the only solution suggested.
2.3.2.
PCH states

One company expressed some doubts as to how the procedure would function in CELL_PCH and URA_PCH.  Unfortunately this concern was raised in the last email message of the discussion and the opportunity to clarify the issue was lost.  Depending on the level of concern in the originating company, further discussion may be needed.
3. Conclusion

The discussion appeared to reach agreement on the following points:
· Network support for the feature is indicated with a flag in dedicated RRC signalling

· Further discussion on reconfiguration messages vs. UE CAPABILITY INFORMATION CONFIRM

· For “reconfiguration required” cases:

· The UE CAPABILITY INFORMATION CONFIRM and reconfiguration messages are asynchronous;

· One of the response messages carries a flag indicating network acceptance;

· The UE changes its configuration only when the reconfiguration message arrives;

· Further discussion needed to clarify which message carries the flag.

· For “no reconfiguration required” cases:

· The UE CAPABILITY INFORMATION CONFIRM message indicates whether the network “accepts” the change;

· Further discussion needed on the possibility of a synchronisation method.
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