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1. Introduction
This paper reports the Ad-hoc session on LTE Rel-11 UE capabilities at RAN2#79bis.
2. Discussion
2.1. FDD/ TDD differentiation
Discussion 1:
How to decide the need of FDD/ TDD differentiation?
Approach 1:
The need of FDD/ TDD differentiation is decided by technical aspects (specification and implementation aspects). IOT availability is not taken into account. [1, 3]
Approach 2:
In addition to technical aspects, IOT availability is also taken into account to decide the need of FDD/ TDD differentiation. [3]
Approach 3:
Capability signalling is designed to allow to be different. However, whether it is allowed or not is TBD and will be decided later case by case. [3]
Approach 4:
All capability signalling is allowed to be different [4] (with FGI for possible differences of IOT opportunities [2])
Discussion:

· Nokia thinks that the risk of the IOT availability difference should always be taken into account. NSN thinks the difference of IOT availability is not sure and cannot be considered.

· Samsung thinks that RAN2 feature is quite small except for IDC. Samsung thinks that most of them can be made mandatory. If they can be made mandatory then there is no need for FDD/TDD split. QC thinks that making most mandatory means that it would be difficult to introduce rel-11 UE. NSN indicates that if not mandatory then the NW needs to have the trigger to activate, but would not like FGI. Samsung will not push hard, but prefer rather than capability. Motorola does not support to have mandatory, especially it would be hard to test them. Samsung think that for IDC it could be optional and other could be mandatory. DT prefers to make it mandatory as much as possible.
· Rapporteur  indicates that the concerned features are PDCP SN extention, whether for all category UE is mandated? Also for PPI and enhanced location information? Motorola indicates that in the last meeting already NW vendor said that it will be not implemented. Therefore it should be optional. LGE wants to make everything optional Nokia thinks the PPI should be optional.

· Rapporteur indicates that RRC Connection Reject with deprioritisation will be added. Other features, e.g., HRPD CSFB enhancement will be added if agreed in this meeting. Nokia thinks we should focus on the agenda.

· NSN thinks that mandatory/optional is not about the simplicity of the feature but whether the feature is required by operators in Rel-11. DCM thinks mandatory/optional should be discussed per feature. Nokia is OK with approach 1 but it does not mean that IOT problem will not be discussed.

=> will go for  Approach 1
For Approach 1/2, the followings need to be discussed.

Discussion 2:
From technical aspects, is it the common understanding that the following features are common for FDD and TDD?
· CA enhancements: PDCP SN extension

· eDDA: Power preference indication

· eMDT: Enhanced location information

=> Those three features are common for FDD and TDD from technical point of view. Capability signalling needs not to be split.
Discussion 3: From technical aspects, IDC features (FDM/ TDM based solutions and autonomous denial) are common or different? If it is different capability split is needed?
Discussion:
· Motorola thinks that for UE that supports band 7 there is no difference. LGE thinks that this should be different for FDD and TDD. NSN indicate that there will be indication from UE and NW will activate. The NW can configure the appropriate DRX, there is no different in FDD/TDD. Nokia also thinks the if the UE supports IDC, the NW can configure carrier to avoid interference. Samsung thinks it does not make sense to specify DRX configuration based on UE indication and not based on UE capability. Nokia thinks also that it’s not desirable and so separating would be ok. QC thinks that from technical parts, there is difference. And the discussion is whether there is a workaround to not split the capability. LGE thinks that since it is technically different then the capability signaling should be split. Nokia also thinks is needs to split. Huawei thinks that from the indication the NW can know whther the UE supports FDD/TDD. LGE thinks needs to be split. Samsung also agree that since the TDM and FDM structure is different, capability needs to be split. Huawei indicates that for ANR there is no split because eNB can already know whether ANR is supported from FGI bit. DRX related FGI can be used. Nokia thinks that companies have different view, so no consensus. Rapporteur concerns about ASN.1 freezing if this is left FFS but maybe can be solved via email if no consensus can be achieved now. Renesas thinks that if the concern is ASN.1 then maybe split needs to be done so that the signalling is available. Rapporteur proposes to make it as a working assumption and will be decided at the next meeting. The CR implements that capability is split.
=> As a working assumption, IDC capability is split for FDD/TDD and will be decided at RAN2#80.
Discussion 4:
Would combination of features (e.g., CA + CoMP + FeICIC) cause an implementation issue (e.g., new RF chains)? If so, the support of concerned features should be indicated per supporting band (or CA band combination)? Should we ask RAN1/4 to investigate whether the capability signalling for each feature is defined per UE or per supporting band? [2]
Discussion:

· QC indicates that from hardware processing point of view there will be issues, so sending LS to RAN1/4 would be beneficial. Renesas agrees with QC, especially for CoMP. Rapporteur asks what would be the question to RAN1/2, i.e., what would be the signalling impact? If an LS needs to be sent to RAN1/4 it should be sent ASAP because RAN1/4 is now discussing and have to complete their work at this meeting. Huawei thinks that LS is not needed. Erisccon also thinks that RAN1 and RAN4 are already aware of the issue discussing. Companies can talk with their delegates.

=>  will not send LS and rely on internal coordination.
2.2. Feature grouping for IDC

NOTE:
This topic will not be discussed in this Ad-hoc session since it was discussed by email before RAN2#79bis and concluded as follows [5]:
As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the feature group for UE IDC capability, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:

· Absolute majority of companies (20 companies, i.e. Qualcomm, Panasonic, ALU, ZTE, Samsung, LGE, InterDigital, Fujitsu, NSN, NEC, Intel, Sharp, Pantech, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas, RIM, CMCC, Huawei, HiSilicon) support one feature group for both FDM+TDM and LTE autonomous denial.
· One company (Nokia) supports two feature groups for FDM+TDM and LTE autonomous denial, respectively.
· One company (MotM) thinks more discussion is needed.
· One company (NPC) support one feature group for UE capability while two feature groups for eNB capability.

Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

Proposal 13: One feature group for both FDM+TDM and LTE autonomous denial is sufficient in Rel-11.
2.3. FFS features on Mandatory/ optional status

Discussion 5:
CA enhancements:
Whether Multiple-TA is mandated for inter-band UL CA band combinations.
Discussion 6:
PDCP SN extension (CA enhancements):
Whether it is conditionally mandated for Category 6 – 8 UEs.
Discussion 7:
MBMS Service Continuity:
Whether it is conditionally mandated for Rel-11 UEs supporting MBMS.
Discussion 8:
Enhancement towards RLF report:
Whether it is mandated for all UEs (in accordance with the RLF report in Rel-10).

These issues were not discussed.
3. Summary and proposal
Based on the consensus reached in the ad-hoc session, the following is proposed:
Proposal 1:
The need of FDD/ TDD differentiation should be decided by technical aspects (specification and implementation aspects). IOT availability is not taken into account.
Proposal 2:
For PDCP SN extension, PPI and enhanced location information, capability signalling needs not to be split.

Proposal 3:
As a working assumption, IDC capability is split for FDD/ TDD and will be decided at the next meeting. The baseline CR implements the capability split for IDC.
4. References
[1] R2-125017, “On the UE capabilities of Rel11 features,” Qualcomm, Incorporated.

[2] R2-124581, “REL11 UE EUTRA capabilities,” Nokia Corporation.

[3] R2-124584, “FDD/ TDD differentiation for Rel-11 UE capabilities,” NTT DOCOMO, INC.

[4] R2-124888, “On UE capabilities for Rel-11,” Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.

[5] R2-124404, “Report of email discussion [78#33] [LTE/IDC] IDC open issues,” Huawei.







































































































































































































































PAGE  
3

